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o I weicome the oppomumty to write a foreword to this report
because it merasses me as an able amalysis of the implications of |
C"Rale S 1" from the. pomt of view of two vnr‘y,b:wlc Que:flof‘la
[ : . ,' .
(1) How many Indiana childran ar*d‘in nexd of sppclal edu«,atlon
and T ~ L )
¢ . ‘ . .
_ (2) How many of thé'se chi’ldr‘as]ar‘a b'eihg s'e»"ved?
. i _ ‘ .
S Fr‘om a more per:ona‘ point S‘F view, "1 wou1d hope that tha
g,orm:)1 etion of this work may —algna‘ an increased demand fdr a broad—
basad, mu'lti=fazetad approach to edu ahonal policy. ma,kmg and program
plahnmg The 1ong—term contribution. of this study may be in Lts demon-—.
stration that the analytical tools of the reseaktcher; in .,ombmat‘,ron with _
praesaat-day t2chnology, ¢ can Jer‘ve’*he policytmakers as well @s educa- B
“tors in the 301 u*lo'w of gxg‘m tic pr‘oblom:, which confr‘ont thery .

-
2 I do ot think-it is_nece: Nar‘y for m’J to disauss tha i3 suss of s
dafining exyeptionalities within the studant poou1 ation an,:i astimatiag
the number's .who need to be served in a pa ticular geographical area.

'af a.t a givery timé&. When, criteria are’ SubJe t to individuagl perceptlons,
then coll ct1ve judgements predicated upo such criteria are also
sub]ect to variation. For a suecinct revigw of divengent estimates that
can be considered in regar‘d to the numbers. of excaptional’stidents in ©

: I encourage the r‘eader‘ to Scrutmxze the Addendum ofthis

I repg t.'_ .- . ’ ’ B e

-«

The uniague quality of the design of 'this study manifests Ltaelf’
the lenqtho to which the researchérs went to estabhsh a consistent
rame of reference for the respondents to use while r‘eportmq data.

and makmq Judgementa, and for the analysis and interpretation of
r‘esults. The . procedures and instruments of the study used only thObF‘
definitions and classlﬂcatlons wnvch \nave be’en prescribed by:- Rule S-1,
the landmark picce of legtalatlun deal Nng with special eddcation in f.
Indiana. In /éddmon the categories an sub—categories of the data
concernmg p><c<,pttor\cﬂ student:a werea developed in such detail as to
ensure tr \at/ the data gathered same more from a consistent base of
Lnfor‘matlor’\—-exlstmg school records and collective judgerments of the’ .
school per‘sonnel—-—thdn solely tr‘om per*spnal opinions. Since the

&) .
S -

(18
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school was selected as the pr‘lmar‘y unit of data, the request for the A
~ information required was submitted te each school principal m Indiana. = ..
Pilot testing. conﬂr‘med that principals had access to the neede}d infor—
. mation. More significantly, the results of the pilot study Suggested |
E that pr‘mmpa’ls as a group, are acutely aware of students in need of’
g specialihelp on a building-wide basis. '
. N . e - . 3 o :
After the data were gathered, the analysis was deSLgned to
. . ‘test the aSSuné\ptlon that, exceptlonahty is not normally distributed
A : between different geogr‘aphlc regions and community types of the state.
State-wide pr‘OJectLons werg conseQuentIy based on the incidence of
exceptionality computed for each reglon and commumt type, thus
enhancmg the pursuasivengss of the results, Then, Lr‘?)or‘der‘ to ana-
lytically test the reliability of the state-WLde projections, two different
subsets of r&turns were statistically analyzed and compared. - Since .
there was little'differrence. between the projéctions obtained by the two
subsets of returns, one can be rea\ionably assured that the results.
obtained are gener‘al to the state as'a whole. P

7
v . {

*

Fmally, I would like to further acknowledge the sfforts of
-+ Dr. Wasi Khan and Cindy Glentzer for the quality of the stugy désign.
They have demonstr‘ated their skdl and 1 eager‘ly await the results of
their future Studles . J]

. ' / . Dr. Patrick Gavigan i o

s . . - ¢ . a

o . ) ' iv : ) /
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: Preface «
) : f_—h . . ,
L A ot . ° - \
A \ ' , * . Yy .-
~ . For‘ more than 50 years, the ideal of Amemcan education has

' ~ been to'serve all children, -l@ut in actual factthe focus has been on the
appraoximately 80 per (;ent of theénmr who can most effectively benefit
from the standar‘dLZed conventional methods of education. For-a

- long time:- theré has been much ﬁalk about.indiVidual differences, but.
the needs of children who do not duite fit into the strearn of nor*mahty

d -
. ~

have remained 1ar'gely unattended ¢

Thr‘ough the interaction of a variety of forces and as a r‘eSuIt
¢« of critical need the exceptional cHild is at Iong last receiving the
recognition and educational attention he hajs aIways desetved. The =~ .
1970is .and. 1980" wlll see an unpr‘ecedented developnﬁent of spec1a1 .
. education progra s, seyvmes, facilities, and matemals. “The initia~ +
4"\ tives being taken at the feder‘al, state and local levels are bmngmg .
- ‘ : ‘ Lnto Focus SLgnlﬂcant oppor‘tunltles and challenges in'this area.

L g“ _ The adoptLOn of Rule.S- 1 in Indlana in September‘ 197§3§' r‘alsed" : R
pertinent COncer‘ns about estimating the populatlons of children and.. .
outh who need to be served by special education programs- and ' L
gssessmg ‘the heeds of expansion and development of these programs. '
This study- in its, various phases deals with these concerns. What
information the study has\sought and the mej:ho\s used in ‘it up to .
this time have been discussed in thlS r*epor‘t . . .

. <& . . .
"The completiom of the first phase of thlS study w0u1d not have
been possible- thhOut the guldance and 'support of Mr. Donald A Trelblc, :
Dlr‘ector Dr. F’atmck J. Gavigan, Needs As’sessment Cobr‘dmator‘,
‘Dr. Terry Jackson, ‘Evaluation Consultant, ESEA Title il Division,
and Mr. Dan Voght, Assistant Director, Division of Educational Infor—- -

mation arid Research, Indiana Depar‘tme'nt of Public Instryction.

e ® i} -

. y Extremely valuable guldance and help was oﬁ"er‘ed for‘ the
study by Mr. Gilbert A. Bliton, Director, Division of Special AN
Education, Indlana Depar'tment of Public Instruction; Mr.. Robert J.
Robertson and Mr. William C. Souders, Consultants, Northern .
Regional Ser‘VLce Center‘, South Bend; Mr. Jack Collins, *"Mr.” Richard
_ Surber, and Mr. I\/\Lchael Haley, Directors of Spectal Educatien; .
’ ) - Dr. Donald Eberly, Direcfor, F’upll Personnel. Ser‘VLces Mr. Merl .
RMusselman, Principal, Kesling Jumor High School Mrs. Virginia
Stevens, Principal, Hailrnann Elementar‘y School and Mr. Ralph
=. Howas, Prinzipal, Crichfield F’(ementa%y School, La Porte;

-




. : : ~ <o

- Miss Montle Wooden, Dlr‘ector‘ of Guidanceg, Kesling Jumor‘ ?—-Ilgh

. T 'School and Miss Azajla Knight, Director &f Guidance, La Porte ngh -

‘, . : School La Por‘te, Indiana. The report was typed and pmnted by

Denise Gmf“ﬁt‘lq and Sue Birkholz., We are grateful to each one o"‘

, - them . Theéere are many other‘ ‘persons who contributed to this study

.. ) in different Ways.  We ar‘e indebted to them, aIthOugh it is not

: p0551b1e to name each one of“zthem her‘e. - g

e o ' W'—1 are also deeply mdebted to Dr‘ ‘Harold H. Negley, State-

' Super‘mtendent of Public Instruction, angd Mr, Ray Slaby, Associate
. Superintendent ‘of F’ubllc Instruction, Indlanapolls and Mr., J. Rober‘t

o *Miller, Supemntendent La Porte Commumty School Corpor‘atlon for

.+ making avallable .the facitities for MERC to oper‘ate. ' R

B

I/ls the hope of these r‘esearcher‘s that this study will add

'A Denee e ‘to-the f“und of information alr‘eady available and will 'be helpful to the
L ',o. ) demsmn-—maker‘s as they provide for the neeéls of exceptlonal children
. and youth in Indlana N , N .
« . i 2 .

v . . )

Dr. M. Wasi Khan .- .
: . . : . ' D, Charles E. Blair e
=, : . Lucinda Glentzer ' :
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CHAPTER 1 Introduction and Highlights of Results

-
o

¢ . -

This r*e'poft is intended to summarize the data.and ﬁndings of

i} N .

3
F’hase 1 of the Study O{Spemal [Educatlon Needs and F’r‘ograms in the

— o~ 2

[

" State of Indilana. ,This_ phase was planned to deter‘m@ne,the nlumber of ’

s
.o C -

exceptional children and youth in theState.l of Indiana by thei'r: eéxcep—

o

tionalities add age-lev'e‘ls._ ,Info.fnmation was also ge\ther‘ed to determine -

\ ' : . . . : : T . °

how far through the process of idehtiﬁeation and placementin special

. 2 . ’ o ’ . ' - '
education programs they had com’e“byfdune 1, 1974. These are the
children and. youth WhOG:. \& 5- "; : . ®

D) were erther‘ bemg ser‘ved by the’ spemal educatlon.ser‘v[ces
e and progr‘ams, ’ gK

(iiYy . had al ready bee;" tested and 1dentlﬂed formally by case
T conferenece as special education candidates, -buf had not - o
' Beén placed in the appropriate speclal educatlon pleograms

P for* some reason;.or.. - . - o

4
Y il

‘ (iii) were referred for te‘sting and identification of their handi-
caps/dlsabllltles but were not yet appr‘oved by case con-

N

e . . ferénc\ for placement they may have been tested bu’E no "

case conference was held for them, or were awaltmg
estmg, or' wer‘e r‘efer‘r‘ed but;thew parents did not consent
to t«@stmg, ar who : S

. IS -
.

(i) needed special help: they-were ngt fﬁioning normally in

the Wegular‘ classroom, but had not D 'formally referred
. for‘ the pur‘poses of dlagnOSlS and evaluation to 1dent1fy their
- needs for special educatlon pr‘ogr‘ams. :
N s e
: A brief des_cr*ipti-on of this and- other ob'jectives of the study and

>

0

~ R » o
. -

/ . T . i

o

>

v, its rationale and brdcedures is given in thé Proposal of the Study, which ° -

\




N N - - M
.. . : N . . . . .
g i ~ Lot v ! . . e .
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. . . e .
LN . e .- . e

L L of Publ;c Insthuctloh on August 16, 1974.% - °

s

. Chapter* IT of th1s hepor‘t descmbes in detail the methods and’ pr‘o—

= .
o

. -cedures employed in'Phase I. .\Data" for‘ this ‘phase of the study,,wer‘e
.. .- . collected from 58% of all public schogl-principals and 72% of all dirdc-’
| ‘tor‘s‘a{"nd admihistr‘atdr‘s'of special education in the ,state of Indi}ana'.

-

. : ‘ \ . . Coa ]
" / - Elabo&ate efforts .;/ver‘e made tg or‘gamze and? lmplement a- sophlstlcated

IR *. P s N

TN
N

deslgn and ap.pr‘opmate ;nstr‘urhentat).on for‘ thls phase‘. The anelysis
A N ‘ v ° v . © - .

-
A '

and sUmmar‘y of data are pr‘esented in Chapteh III. Nine appehdi‘ces'

‘o of this hepor‘t havqbeen complled sepawat y in leume II o

o . . - 0.

. R
. . _ The hlghllghts of P*esults of" this f1r~st phase of the study are

. “ > . . ta T

S . Presented belgw:_ o RS ; , e [

/ s . . o . - - P . 3
. . 1. The total number of exceptional children and youth in the state .

+  who needed ‘sdme kind of ,special education services but could not receive
- '\& _ them in the year 1973-74, projected on the basis of public school prin-
. N * : R . N . ‘

» M

'- | cipals' estimates, was 1é,061 . Of these, 9,894'need'ed"‘*s‘pecialghe'tp
/ ' IS . ' ‘ : * . ° » R ' ' ‘ . . S - I
bu’c were hot r‘efehhed for testirlg,, 4., 8'78 were er‘mally referred for -

‘ - 'testmg ‘but were not yet appr‘ovec}/a by case conference, and 4 789 were -
J v B "

: formally 1dent1ﬁed by case com"er'ence to be suffer‘mg fhom spec1ﬂc
l‘...’t.; ' ‘ ; ~ N “ - ’

handicaps or, disabilities but wer'e not placed in _the appropriate special -

a . . R . . . 2
@ \ . ‘ i c ’
"a . L

v

* Pleasci sec Appendix A in Volume' 11 of this report. S

** Available on reduest,

3
} . .
. \ ' 3 P .
o : ‘ . * : . . . : .
2 . 4 . i [Er -
. , _ : - g (=R ;
. : . Y. , .
. . . -

i ° - . N f Pad
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.




o pr‘ofoundly mehtally netahded and 99 suffer‘mg-fr‘om other‘ 'handlcaps., PER

/

o

P

“

' ‘educa.tion progravms.: of these 4/ 7893 99 Wet’\’e"multiply handioabped,
} : ' .
128 phys{cally handlcapbed 240 v1sua11y handlcapped 829 hear‘mg

o

n’hpalr‘ed 759 emotlonally d1stur~bed 879 neurologlcauy 1mpa1r‘ed/ N

.f=ear‘ni.ng disabled, 558 Q:ommunicat.ion handicapped., 1,444 educable AR

. mentally r‘etar‘ded 124 tr~amab1e mentally hetar'ded 30 Sever‘ely L,

+
. .
-

P - ¢ <« .o . . .

The br‘eakdown of the total number‘s by age-—fevels shows that the Iahg- L e
- s
. - -' N ‘ . .
est numbeh (5 226.) of these chlldren:and youth was 7-9 years. old, . . U,

b : .

fouowed b,y? 10-—12 age gr‘oup (4 835), 15-21 age gr‘oup (3, 753), 18-14

est1mates ar‘eJl however‘, cons1stent1y loweh and less persuaswe. .

1

. age gr‘oup (3, 610), and 0-Bage gr‘oup (1 577)

' isthator?s of special educa"cioh also fille?d in these data of ‘exceptional

’/

tionate to the estimates projegted‘fohthe public schools.

- 1 ) ) . .
. Y e ’
. .
‘
4es
’

;'2«.' Bes1des pu.b_llc school _ppmc_lpals nthe d1r~ectors and admm—'

.
T . . '

g

@

chlldhen and youth who should have been, but were not, seh\ﬁed. Their ¢ "

o

ECH §©n1y 65 phthl@als of non—-pubhc schools ‘,(w1th about 17% of ‘ .

the tOtal non-—publlc schbol enhollm nt in‘the state) r‘esponded and . .
1dent1ﬁed 320 students whjo should h@ye been,_ but were not, sehved by

S
?

spec1a1 educatlon phoghams.,, Although ther‘e is 11tt1e scientific bas1s

&

-for phOJectmg statew1de estlmates fr‘om this numbeh, those estlmaizes

-
- v
L

would houghly be about six tlmes thls numbeh--mor‘e or less, pr‘opor~- -,

o ‘4,. The total numbcer‘ of’ e'xoeptional children and youth. who were - 1

bemg sehved in 1973-74 was complled from the data hecelved from 6/

of the 93 dlr‘octor‘s and adm1n1strators of spec1a1 educatlon and foh the

v.

-3 = : ‘ . : R




. the data supplled by the Division, o SprlaI Educatlon, Indiana

. Depar*tment of Public I.nst'r*uction (82,815) are also juxtapose'd With the

‘related to pahental COOper‘atlon and labellng of students For‘ placement

. in specqal educaltlon pr‘oghams as the maJor~ r*easons why students who

needed spemal education Ser‘vwes and phg)grams could not get speCLaI

‘heFehr‘aI and final placement/nd lnadequate avallablllty of facilities and

o per*sonnel For~ special educatlon Services were sqign,if"icamt r‘easons.

‘ the availability of facilities and personnel. to. provide adequate special

w o o ‘ .
remaining areas frem data collected by the Division Qf" Speciala

*
Educatlon, Indlana Depar‘tment oF Public Insthuctlon, thhough F—‘or*m 24,

~Th1s number* came out to be 62 504 The bheakdown of thls figure

\

'by exceptlonalltles and the types oﬁ pr‘ogr‘am oFFer*ed—-f‘Full—time, '

-

paht-ttme, resource center o ctheh——and by the four* r‘eglons oF the

. . ) b ) .
state is glven in Table 6 in C‘hapteh III. In that table, the total .number"

n .
. [N

of" exceptlonal Chlldl"eﬂ and yQuth Sel"VGd by spemal educatlon phoghams .

dumng 1978—-74 complLed Fhom Fot m 24 data (74 550), and tHe total oF '

~d

total of the data of thls study The differences have been explalned

5. A maJomty of the heppondeht pmnmpa[s csonstder*ed pr‘oblems

-

\

fy

.- . .
\

: help. Buta maJomty of them also thought.the tlmé{ag between formal

) : -~ ) \

6. A large nﬁajority of the r‘espc’;ndent pr*incipals indicated .- —

sati‘sFaction With Rule S-1 and the phocedu‘r‘e of referral, dlagnos1s,
: - R
identification: and ptacement.. ‘Not ver‘y many oF them Wer‘e dlssatlsﬁed

o

with par“énts cooper‘ation. .But they did indicate dissatisfaction with | \

' . ’ > k]

" educatipn servies to the needy students. ‘e . -
T R - "
Da [ KN
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“cipals who responded to this item, 55%5.4% checked '"1-2 months, 25.5% " ¢ .

- - .

&

’

- receiving any educational s \m}ices s of October 1, 1974, ‘The total
. : / i\\l - . ) » . w .
number of such children mentioned in the returds was 70, -, . . >

.\ v" . \ : . 9 .
. ¢ months.,- o R A v

" children they knew in the{r school building districts who 'weire not

.
b
. 2
. L)
» W ? §
« . ' .
. . %
« 0,
~ v .
. B - T R
- ‘ .
» . .
. » ¢
. - N “ ) (' o
¢ o
- &
' -
. - . » . .
. K
;. 9 °
- s = o
IR

7. The principals \'Neﬁe a‘éged how m;Jclj_'éim.eg'they think is
taken f:'r"orﬁ the point'a: need is; felt that a par‘ticéuiar* AAstuden; shog:lld be..
. : g | , .
r*efe‘rj'r‘e'd fon _évalua"tiéﬁ and ga{;nosié‘ to the point he'is finéllg‘/ placed

. . j , : :
in the“,ﬁ@pbr*b"pfiate éf)ecia‘l‘ é;juca,tidn prégr‘ém., Of‘a total of g78 prin-

| S * o

4 ' R &

-4 m.o;\tl"?s,_\‘}o% 5-6 months, 2% 7~8 months and 7,1% 9 or rpor‘é

.'

-

Y v . . . L »
' : R . . .
8. They were also asked to mention the-number of exceptional
ss. Q e ) . S N T

0. T%Ze huridred and ten  (or 27.6%) of the resporident .
principals wrote their comments, and éuggestions‘abo'Qt_diffelr‘en't
. - B . . . ) ” g

= . 1

aspects of special education services and programs. These provide

7"

'very- valuable_and insightful dualitatiye dataand have ’been summarized .

a

. .o ot 4
in Chapter III as well as gepr‘oduced in original f@rm in"Appendix T of
0 I . . . . s
v . N - ' \

Volume II.
. .3 ©° ] = ,
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_ CHAPTE]R I _Methods & Procedures v ’ .

I

. ’ L.
P Y . A . '\\:.-

-

N Construction of the Quest’t,onhair"e:' . ) .

x In order to collect data pregsented in this report, ‘the principals

‘.

[ . .o

or guia'a\n/o; c_ouhselors of public a-nd non—public schools, as well as-

. . ¥ Co- 2 _‘ ) : .7 - . b. | < .
) the directors, and administrators. of special .education, had to be con—
v.. . R . . ) Pt ; .“ g .

tacted. Since no instrument was réadily available t6 collect the data - | \

« R . N - - -«
, . . N . 7 .
o v . needed, a questionnaire was cons/truc_ted ®r this purpose. " Pertinent.
‘ ‘ cp : ' ' - ’ . . ’
- L . o . . p
- professional literaturé was,intensively studied and extensive in—depth

i

LS
- -

3
~

. - P

-

N NN

. - ) . . - Lo v/; . ) . . .
discussions were hdlc.i wlth the professional personnel of La Porte , .
e . CQmmunity.,School.]Corpoi:‘ati'onf, selected,principals and guidance

) N T e N o ’ :

* "> counselops of L'a Portg schools, consultants of ESEA Titlé 111 Division.

v ]

and the Northern _,Ri’égi’onal Sgr‘vi'ce Center‘, South Bend, -and members_

R T - . S S - -
of the Departmé&nt’of Public Instruction in Indianapolis to delineate.the’

N ¢

of ‘ issues to be investigated through the questjonnaire and.to decide about
3 : - .o - : : )

e - * Ad Pu ' et .
it contents ar_\d;‘;f(‘émmat. . | : { K )
N : o S .
Lo H [ . . '

a ~,A.:§.- o, o « . . ) 2.' ’

‘ The questionnaire, thus .constructed, was comprised of a yellow

¢ ) 1» ' . ’ ) . . " « I\ v .
»

v . form and a pink form of opinion items. ‘In the yéllow Fohm, the prir;—

¢

1

-y

bl

&
A

‘ . cipals or guidance counselors were to fill out the humbers of students;

by their exceptionalities and ages, who ‘were not sérved in special

- -

. - - . ) . a ™ N 3 .
v education programs during the 1973-74 school ye’:ar‘.0 The numbers of -

students, with ea“‘ch pa,.rticular'exceptionality,-were to be entered in
‘/ . ‘ s ‘.,‘7 - P - -

- RN
. * i

. - -—- - -
P . 6 - . o {

- N . B




ERVE N . ) . ’ . ) “
N .' - . . o o E . R

. three sub—categqries: = ‘ - ; .
R . ' :‘.: ( [ ‘ R . L4
‘N - who needed special help but wepre not referred for testing;

' . f
- . N ) ) . —~

2

R - formally Weféjf?“hed . but not yet ap{pr‘o_ved by ¢ésa conference;

i’ 1 = formally identified by case conference butmot placed in
R . T 3

/ 0 . - i - 2 N B . oy ‘ . ;
o . o the appropriate specjal educat’iori~pr~<?gr~am.

s ' * . R .

. . . .

‘o . [ JPENE . ..

On the reverse side *o-f’ the yellow form a matrix was gq*_{av'vn to fill in

- . . . - oy
- . h . . - . - The

. P ‘ AN . ; - "
.2 B o - . - }) * .

5 the number of miultiply handicappedgstudents in boxes hepr‘e_Senting
f L} . . "1 - . B

?

. . s
' combinations of handicaps. -
 The pink form of opinion items was designed to elicit the opinions
and Sug‘ggtions of principals and guidance counselgrs concerriing issues '
- ° . - i [8 - ) .

N aA . .
- - . . .
. . . . oo 1
N . . . N ) ¥

o

and‘pr‘obl-iéms-r‘eleva'nt fo 'Spec'taj edu-q:atidh‘- services: _fb,h:instance, (1) -
. - . the reasons why somie exceptional studeénts werée/not referred, tested,

identified or placed; (2) usefulness of Rule S=1 fafinitionsiof handicaps ~

»

v o
o

. e | I I L
and disabilities; (8) the procedures of r‘efer‘r‘é"l‘;; @) dia_jnosis;'__(S) evals

o o o o 4{- K

required to complete these pr‘o'cédu,r‘es- (7

e

facilities and per‘éonh'el
’ . : : ‘R Tt - . E ' .
S available to ser‘ve these studerits; (8) the* 1eve1 of, cooper‘atlor\ from their -
\ . s a . . Sy . 1 . :
' ' pahents and (9‘) what typas of spemal educatlon pﬁr‘ogr‘ams wer‘e avall-

. _ . o . O o
able in-their schbols.r Consu:far‘able space wa{—:v phowdpd in thlS sectlon _

-of the Quostlonnalr‘e for the pmnmpals and guldynce counaelor‘s to wmte

down any opihions or- sugg-aathohs thpy might have to mehove the spemal

' . : ‘ ' /
. educatiorr 'serr:vi-cesuand pf.‘cfg’h_am‘a. ThlS ﬂ.r‘st phase of the study was
P @ | SR 5 /ﬁ_ o . | ' .-

' . 3 4

5 T
~
<




. ’ O e T . 3 -

‘ \ planned to find out only the n mbers of exdeptional students who weéere

. . . A p ‘ o ‘ - - . | . ' o . , h Pt . . ~b C
: . being or should have been served in 1978-74: Investigation of the
. Coat * : " Loy . . . o
. o o . 4y \: . b4 . , 0 .
- characteristics, issues and problems of specigl-tducation servicés

and'pr‘ogr‘ams is to be.done in subsequent \'phaSeS of the study.. It -

N . g / . -
Waga, howeveh, decid,ed to investigate the principals! opinions ahd sug-
| . S : : - ‘ : o A N
; ge\etlons concehnlng special. educatlon pr‘oghams at this time so- that
@ " . \

Ve .

TR they nmght not be appr‘oached more than once ’FOF‘ the pur‘poses of this

K

- | tudy Thef*efor‘e, the p1n|< form of opur/ucne anda Suggestions wa‘e
) 8 \\ 1nc1uded in th‘a questlonnalhe. .‘ e Lo T f j
- ‘J Detalled 1nstr‘uctlons’wer‘e dr:af;ted for the r‘espondents explallnlng
R S T : . / -
- ' " ,Hcgiw the QUestlonnatr‘e sho:ld be Fliled out, Which included examples of -~

I' . ‘- . "gl v

‘; Q . L

Hd)W to deal with speclﬁc ca5es GF 1hd1v&1t:iua1 students. Rulé S 1 deﬁn— e
: , 4 S . V. ¥

]5 M ’ \~' s . ’ R

lt,lons oF students' handlcaps and dlsablhtles wer~e also enr‘l A

7

;L o d;l;\/er‘ 1eLtteﬁw.s:xplalned the puhpose of“;the study and why the. pmnc:lpal &,

. ES
[ s T ¢ i ﬂ._t.

R nd guldance counselor‘s wer"e belng contacted Forn this 1@"‘0lr‘n;}attlon*a

- Sonrie 1nstr~yctlons abOut how to Iocate and ﬂll 1n the data Fo“r‘n.en Wer‘e o
. . .

5 et .‘i?’. . ’ ' L C o l ; \

- ey } -~ ’

' a}so 1ncludemtm,tlge coveh Ietter‘. The Questlonnalhe was to be com pleted_

-tk

. by the gul,dance counselor~s, and in case ther‘e were no guidance caun-

. >

.selor‘s in the schoq,l by ‘tl&‘e pmnclpal{,gf the schoot., In the tr‘y-Out

4 ‘ ' \
R a"g ' ’ " M
& s e S
Sample oF 28 publlq schools, there were 32 whlch did not have~any
o . . ~ .
. gutdance COUI’]JEIOI"::. ' s
‘ . i B
* . . 1 —_— —_— d
_ T v SqEo v = ‘ 8 :
. C e .. ¢ C "\Z‘;"é),\‘fet ‘ “ B :‘jl? § % ',. . ) ‘)9
’ ‘ i ‘ TR A vep : ~
JAFuitext provid: c '.‘ R .
! L{%?."'M e ' » ¢




Try=-out of the Questionnaire: . ‘ '

i\
N

. v S N !

, ' The pilot study 'for: the try-Ou_f of the questionnaire was timed as
(‘).: I . ‘\v “:‘;X . . ‘\. "

early as possible after the schools opened for the new academic year.

On September

| N . .

selors and 22 principals bf all'28 public schools #nd to the principals
. ! - ' v .

6, 1974, the questionnaire Wwas sent to 15 guidance coun—x

. . " . N . : . .
Qf all 5 parochial schools in the area of South La Porte Special ' R
v K ) . g ! . . . ' " », a3 s . ..

Education Cooperative which served as the pildt study sample. Before

’ . ' this,.\‘_on Septembeir 8‘, *974, the Director of"Speci\éi\,hEducgation for this

. [8
»

.Cooperative sent ah -intr“oductor‘y" letter to all pr‘indip«jls of these schools .
R L expl@iniﬁg the ‘purpose of the study and-enclosing a %sppyof’ the MERC . ~
' - i ) . M . . . \ ’ - v - .. . . ' -~ B .
"+, brachure. The principals and guidance counselors were strongly
encouraged thrgugh this letter to cdoperate fully in this pilot study,
- : < - C \ ;3“;« B v..’k. ‘
»and were assured that all information in this suffley would be combined 4 .
. L ‘ E . ‘,‘ . . v . : \'.,,q‘ - . o .. '-'}v
to yield state or iregional statistics and no oné%;gchool would be sifhgled %
i out when the results are finalized.® >+~ ° S '

) \ . -

T S In order to let the respondernts of the try—out sample express their -
f . - v L _ ,

2 . . A}

*‘i : o comm.énts on the adeqdacy’,‘,ﬁ;_l.ér‘ity and,dif’ﬁculty leval of’/thf—;{,"quesfcion—

X .‘n C ':: - ,( - R * .v? ’ » .
; ~-,. Mairej-a dlue form of comments was added to the quastionnaire. In-

. 1'..;\\\ ' . EE- N . . S

this fairm, there were items. on the appropriateness off différent parts . .

: : /- . CE o + -, L ' - . . i

’

N

A
7

N . .
. NN . v . o .
'

o * Please see Appendix B.in Volure II for a copy of this letter,, the - , ?) .
I questionnaire sent for try—out with the data tabulated against each item,
' and the letter of October 17, 1974 sent to the principals of the try—aut
ngpIe a‘skih_g them, to fill out the final i*/erSioQ»of the questionnaire.

©

-—,'9"" 4{2'.’;..

. . ’ . . »
. N4 . : ’ ~ - IV ‘
' ' . | Y ] . . . N
- . T ;‘
‘ , 46 . o ' :
~ o ’




W -‘ . Toe . . . N . ) > 7
v - j-. . .a‘». ;: ] v - N ) -
of the Ques:ti'onhsiir*e to which the respondents could express their

. reactipns annd_.‘ comments, and extra $pace was also provided for them
to write théir"opin~ions freehand. Thegy w,erfe also asked to mention

L - L .
4 &

" how much-time it took them to complete-the yellow-form and pink .
. B . X . . ' '
sheets ofltems.” -+ ' v

. _u ‘ ‘\.. ' N ' ' - /‘

: 'Results of the Try—out: ‘ . .

s - C e ioe
. - — .

i}

. . a The data collected threugh tryfgut b,f the qdestionrf ire was

o

1]

r . ’ P . h

. ' ’cabulated ag‘ainSt»each‘ indi.v'idual item of the.questionnaire’, *,
: e . a i . . » )

oo d : ) . o T : )
P The rés(ﬂ’gs of the try—out were veny encourdging in the sense

. L]

. that the form and conténts o;" the questionnaire were by, and labg’ga

., . o . « 7
. .

B clear‘éd by the heSpondenfs: they undehsjcobd th_e_ ‘questionnaire wgll <y s
o . . ' . . . R - ‘_ ‘. ‘ / . .
enough, ‘realized the importance of infoprmation asked through it;, and

. - 3 . - \

fidled it Ou_t'._abpar*entw as best as they éould'. A Twehtﬁ/—seven of the 87 -

‘ (or‘ 73%) Féspondeot‘s of 28 publig,s¢hools — 13 of the 15 (or 87%)°

4

guidance cdunsélors and 14 of the'22 (or 64%) principals ~ filled out

and. retuined the questionnaire within 10 days. Two of tHe fivk prin- ..

.

L)

E:.ipal's' of the p'amo'chiai .schools also Pespbnded, but they sncldséd, with

d’ . the r‘etur*ns,"notgs that they had no %tdde‘r\ts_ whose data coulll be filled e




—

Yy

.
5

“~ "
’

out'in-the questionnaire: No follow~-upletters were sent or phone calls

made to the non—respondents of: the tr*)/—ou_'t sample. It was decided

) ) 4 . N e . '
i . . .
Lo g ' . e
instead that the data reported by the respondents would be transferred -

v ’

. . . N ) . -, * 3 " ' ' ) . . i3 \ c.
to the final version of the quastionnaire and:sent back tothe principats

-

of theée schoo's so that they’may rechecK.these data '(Pepdrted by -
. v oo . }
also respond to the

Qe

. . '

themselves or their guidamce codnselors) and
. o ) . ’ 4_ : ‘te., R o L 2
r*evised version of the p.inklfor*m of opinion items. The .nan-respondents
@ . A N

of the try—out sample also r*ecelved *‘he

-\
—— )

' ‘The principals and guidance couhéelor‘s of the 19 E)ublic_schools,‘

i . . ) S

“who returned the questionnaire, repoptée& 870 students of differ*eht age

e

3 ' ) o T :
levels and with differ*ent .e‘xcep'r'_iohalities_. They thotht 2:§’4 of the 370

Y
‘”[’

N " R s 5 ':&)“:"
been placed in *hL, apﬁnropmate spec1a1 educat{gan program in the school’
year* 1973—74. \Thb Iar*gast number of studehts r*e«por*ted w%r'e oF the* i
- . :

pmmar*y age group — 7-9 year*s old- (99), clos ely Followed oy the inter—

< [ 4

" mediate agz group - 10—12,year*s Qld '(92), pr*'e—-primar‘y ége- grﬁo‘up‘—'

Ry . . . .

o LT { ’ . S !
0-6 years old (82), senior high age group ~ 15-21 years old (81), and

junior high age group - 13*—14 years old (16).

- . con . .
o he incidence of excep—.
.t'I ) . . . [N

r~ . . ' N
2

——— ———— .._.ﬁ_____.... e o o o e e o i et et W bt e s o aparemn
B

*Apogndlx B. , - R o

o
’

o
us
%

wht
l. .
-5
—_
i

s

al version of the questiohnaire.*
§
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L@

. : .,a/».-'. t ": ‘ '
tiohalitiés was the highest im the case of-emotional distur‘bance ¢ 00),

q

ﬁollowed by educable mental r‘etar‘datlon (68), communication handlcap

(67'), neur*ologlcal lmpalr*ment (502 heamng impairment (23), VLSuaI

¢ N

- A

’handlcap (14), physwal handt,cap (9), multtple handlcap (8), and other* <

*
K o ,

I

I

' umdentlﬁed handzcaps (28) Nur;nber*s of multiply hangj;cappad_ stﬂudents :

A +

- wer‘e.Lndlcated, .accor‘dihg torthe_’ inétruétions, in the matrix on the

the 8 md{tiplyvhénd‘.icaf)p;edlst&,dents 7 had different d'ombinatiorjs'of

. - ¢ . ~ . ) ' T - “ . . . . ) ’ v

reverse side of.the yeliow form. Thus, we coyld ascertain that._,of o

. \ S .o '
I

'handlcaps and dlsabllltles one vvas vlsual}y and heamng 1mpa1r‘ed one

. -
Y - »

physmauy and heur*ologlcally handlcapped orie emotlonally and neur‘o—

-

AIlecally_ lmpalr‘ed, orfe VLSuaIIKand cor"\r_wmunic'ation handicapped_, one -\

_em'otio'h.a_lly a.nd communication handi-.ca‘ppéd, one neurologically and .

.

$p Tarn,

~ communication handicapped, and one was physically handi"cappéc)! and

educable mentally retarded. The final one of the €ight students had

’ * . -
N . N

moire than two handicaps. . o . .

‘Thé;vvéy thesée'data of 'excéptio'nal students not bein_g served during

1973-74 was reported by the tny—ou'tf-.'sample .;showed internal. cohsfste‘hcy.

.o

¢

Information elicited tbr‘oqgh some iterns cor‘ﬁobor‘ated thé information

e . ) )
’ » x . . . s

elicited 'thr‘o‘uglh others and was consistent with the coﬁditions known to

. . o . - L
bé existing in the sampled schools. So the- perceptions of the guidance
ceunselors and pr*i‘ncfpalls-r*epgr*ted in the questionnaff?eé__éeemed credible

.
-

and'persuasive. - v A ‘ : | g

.«
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] L4 . . . . . . °
o o 4 ‘. - . r . s . © . , T
’

The:pmk For‘m of 1tems also e11c1ted mfor,;matlve r‘ebpgﬁses. -

o o a , 0
Tne r‘espondents gen‘erally agr‘eed (but wi!th dlffehlng emphaSLS) WLth Lo

s
a .

S A o a the Ii\?\g‘ted\heasons why\some students who needéd Spec1al help wer‘e _
: , ~ L

not r‘efehr‘ed for testmg, why some other*s were Formally r‘efértr‘eéi but
- % - v i‘ ( . .

not yet appr‘oved by case confeperpe, and why some students wehe N

I For‘mally l@lentlﬁed by case conFer\&".ce but hot pl-aced"in the apprgopriate’"

t - . A

' spec1a1 edut,atlon pr‘ogr*ams. The r‘espondents mdtca,ted genehally

LN - B G . ) v v “ . -
» g o~ >

:pOSltIVQ opmlons aboUt the usefulne:,s of Rule é’: 1 d,eﬁmtlorf“ expep—

) ' ) - : .

~ti0na1ities ,: the pr‘oceduk'e' of r‘eﬁer“?‘a”l » diagnosis ahd. e\'/aluatid_.n'” final
8 N - _\'4 EG ’ v . i .

ldentlﬂcatwn of exceptlenahtles and. pIaCement in apphpphlate spec1a1
. a B : o Ly T N
eclucatxon phoghama as outlmed fn Rule S 1 and-as phactlced f’or- thelh .
. L 7 . . .
\ ‘ stu'dents' and pa'r‘entaf a'ccebtance ahd cooperation. ’howe’ver‘, they

P

- gener-ally mdlcated rmld 'or ,strong dlssatlsfactlon Wlth the avallablhty

.o
. - e

ey of headed Facillties and personnel I\/\o t of the hespondents thOught
that it gener‘ally ‘takes 2~6 months me the pomt wht,he the need 1s -\ )

Felt that a par‘tLCuIah Ludent should be r-efer‘hed” toh testmg to the pomt

.
. Ll L

. heis Fi‘nally placed in the appropriate speci'al/education pr‘ogha‘m., "The

items on the pink form were

r‘eépondents thought that the other opini

also clea

AR




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(

R IRN

"changés'in the definition_s 'o'f- vahiods exceptidnaliztiele'a'od in the ‘procé-

: - .,'\ ' ,' P . ’ . )
This pr*ov1ded valuable Qualltatlve data. r*elatlng to 1"he state of thmgs s
. ' . -0 v ’\ ' / p . : ) m ) . v . j‘:‘ ’z-
. in the field. The r‘espondents made str‘omg pleaa for* more funds for (

e>’<banding the exist‘ing special e'd_ucation pr*ogfr‘ams a\_/aila.ble(for“their‘ '

’

..,’ . . .,
1 . . f,“

, _ustudpms and for startmg new progr‘ama. A Few of them al‘so pnoposed

s . . R . . .
- ’

L. R . L .. . B '
[ - S . c. » - . . M -
- s ST . - )
- . R

idur‘e of" 1dent1ﬁca ion and evaluatlon.. TS . LR &“ oot

[ . ~ . .r~

‘.The(é}:dnw'rqﬁ@/ts of tho heepondents on the Questlonnalr‘e 'itseH"
S e S _ N
were very. po@it}ye;'» Ovet*v‘vhelming .nu["nber‘s of.;them.agre;ed that they

t . . Y - . . . e

4.

. Weré. the*most apgr‘opr‘iate sodk‘Ce to provide da-ta‘ being collécted - -

through the que _-,honnalr‘e, t‘he Ietter of mtr*oductmn adeCIua"er descmbed‘

an . - . R - . .

the intente and pur“poses of the studys .the’instr‘uct__i'ons were cle_a?‘,)

' G

' precise ?:Inti,m,ean'ingfulg the yellow chart and matrix provigded an appro-

ES

priate for\{nat for tapbulating data of the students needing special edluca~ '

a , . . - ; P
. . [y

) tion services by e;<¢'eptiona1ity‘“and‘ﬁa‘ge le've'l; and the items on the pink .
‘for*rn a'dequa:tejy elicited thejr c0n.c:;ider~eo5 opinions and 'sbu%gesti'dyns
a_bout the speeia‘. education pr‘ogr"ams. A ‘.ar‘ge:major%ity of them didnﬂ't )
See any_need to change or rnodtfy any pa‘r‘ter‘ parts ef the gu‘estiennair‘e, |

° - -

" although a few of them did. Some of them wrote suggestions concerning

the intents and pur‘po es o(fkhis study and the bway'it is being car*r*ied

out. On xthe aver‘age it took the 3 /v_cmte/s to seahch and check records, ’
/ »

collect neelled lnrormatlon}r*om the concer‘ned per‘aonnel of the sc¢hool

»

'an‘d f’i’ll» out the questionnaire.

;m Q‘T Zb , | - oy
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© 77 ‘Modification and Finalization of the Questionraire for, . ™= . .
_ . . State~wide Adrh-i"nistr'ation to School Princip‘als: L IR
, ’53 “1 L 7 ‘ ] ‘(, . S ’ - i~ - ( -‘ '. 1: "
T A"] m—dépth anaIySLS bf“ the try—out reSuIts study of" pertmen .
Sy PR , “a N - v # ’ N
B ' Ilteratur'e and another POU"\d of" dlscusswns w1th meprtbers oﬁthe ESF:A
ol : ' S y T
Tltle II'I ‘%\fsmn and Spe01a1 Educa‘.lon DIVLSLOH of“ the Indlana
e - : o s P o
AN D_e,;ﬁar‘tment of Pubhc Instructlon, thh Speual Educé;Lon Dwee,tor*s'
- e B . . ) - _‘\ ) ¢ E: ‘: 4, ; p . é' .

v

- and Admlmstr‘ator*s and w1th conbultants of Norther‘n Reglonal Servwe

.I

> N et b el

’ ' vGént‘ei’*, \.South Bend, pr'bec.eded_-the Pe\(isior] and' finali;za,'

l

tlonnalr‘e f“or~ state—WLde admlmstr‘atlon. Its For‘mait wa m’éodiﬁ'ed and

v N B . A -
; R '

imade more concise and aﬁracti'v_e_. . So,, besides the covel

instructions and Rule $-1 definition's, there was on_lyvo’nf‘ rellow sheet ;-

L ) . . . ) p ) . ] . ..' - .‘ ’ . Y U'ky/
Qnd pne pmkvsheet in the final ve’rs,_lon. Every section and each single -
- . R ) ‘. -y B )
S lt:em of“ the Questlonnawe wa's re—exammed and 1mpr~oved.‘ A cHangn
1+ - . b e ‘ﬂ
. . L. v_"‘ . A“"" X C ,’ .

. .

’ ' was made in the cover Ietﬁer and mstr‘uctlons to ef“f"ect a dec151on that'
Was r;ﬂéde aﬂ:en' the tr)y-.-out of the QUestionna.ir»e.trba't only thé buﬂ“d'mg

' princip?;ll si'.mould Fili ou?r: the questio‘nnair‘é. He was asked t.éf.‘-hav’e the -
néw yellow form‘;c’{;mplc_a‘téd by thveper‘,son (or pérsons) whoz'lyﬁl‘es‘,t kNows - " ‘ )

. ¢ e : v
Kl . - - - - .

the inf“ormg;zf’éh needéd or can 1o'¢ate it in the relevant r‘ecor"::{s:‘. may -
_a'hg ,be,%r@incipa‘l himself‘, his 'gui;;:lance"co;hselon, the séhéQl 'n‘urse' : . - o “
Y ST . ' . e S
' ovh,éﬂr:ontHer staff member of the school: The brihcipal himself was
a/xﬁskéd to _cohnplete'jche pink form of Oplini'on items. Thesé' ite:mS'vWe'r‘e .
. . ' . : : / . W _ e

SRR " also revised and improved. s Their sequence was changed s6 that every o /
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-ﬁ R e . . . ' Lo M ~ . .‘
, .;J' - pr‘m%lpal wai to r‘espond to the ﬁhst seveh 1tems gmuped‘ in Sectlon A
e , o N » . . R t.z_
v - : -
SO0 o nd only those pr‘mmpals who had SDEClaI' educatlon phogr*ams in thel\
s Ll bulldmg dur‘mg the 51978—74 school year‘ wehe to hesporfﬂ\to the r‘e— e
s g ( - mammg ltems ghpuped ir‘\'Section B. The_fir‘st fi_ve items ‘ivn the fimal.c’_.\"”‘
L quastlonnalr‘e werme in essehce the sa-me as those thqh appeahed in ]
' R ) %\‘ﬁ ) . \f“ . ’,9 ‘ ¥
) T “the thy—Out Questlonnalr‘e. However‘, 1tems ke and 10 in the tr‘y—-dut ‘
: qu?stionr\aire became‘ws 6and 7 in-the fmal ques‘ti'onnainé. In L
o L «addifio-n, item 8 of 3(:he tr‘y;*-out questldnname was r‘eVLSed to Iet the
R v , : & i :
- o o pr‘mmpals ‘fhdlcate the speCLaI educatlon pr‘ogr‘ams, lf’ any Wer‘e pr‘e- St
' vl sem in the.ll" schoelé by enter‘mg the total number‘ of students of thelr" BESTEE -
\ s@‘ools that were oer‘ved by each type of‘ phogham and by exceptior\allty
. ] ! . . -
Y . Item 7 oF the tr“y--out questtonnalr‘e was deleted and ltem 8 was Slmpll—
N ] ) E
'Fied‘to_ become the'last item of the final questionnai’r‘e. Six c}ear‘ly .
'deﬁ‘r‘)ed s‘teps whieh-the pﬁr‘ihei:pals ‘wer‘e to follow in corhpleting and. . :"
’ N ’ . ° h ’ ’ . * - *
r‘etuhnmg the,quer’rlonnalr‘e were’ outlmed in the coveh Ietteh. )
a o ' - On aeptembeh 23, ‘4974 the State Supemntendent of Pubtic
’ . s ;‘c“\ @
. . - . « b,
, Inothuctlon sent an mtr‘oductor\y Ietter‘ amd MEbg’kochur‘e to all Co
4 4 v

q? [ ' [ L t - o !
- - P +

A v

et AN . . :

- L -;‘_,.__._School pr‘incipals m-the State Qf Indtana. The. letter assured them that
. .. . N ; . ‘ ,‘ - ' A v'.f v - - . ‘-_ - » \ t’ V
all information »cel‘lected in this study would be combined to yield state’

or regidnal statistics, and no one school. would be ‘singled out when the

‘results were finalizetd.’ They were strongly encouraged to cooperate” -
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fully with the MERC staff in this study.™ : ' ot ‘
7 . Co, : - . . v
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The questionriaire was mailed on Octobenr 15 1974, to each of . . -
¢ & . R B . . . . 1 'f ' . - A . -
the 2,670 public, private and parochial SChOPIvPI’j,hClDEk}?S 1in theS;tate .o .
i . - ¢ . . [
. Ty R n‘ "
of-Indiana. They were r‘equeoted to complete and P‘etur*p it by ¢ S e e .
._! ,:/a ', - (J . ) . he ¢ . .
Lo ~ . . . . - n o P S
October 11, 1974. o o0 v - \ - : ¥
: . ‘. e * . '._ [ \: ! . i ‘ a
_ Sy .
Questlonnalr*e for the Dmector's and Admmtstra_to_r_‘e of Speekal : "
¢+ . Education . .. N ) ST N .
: B L T e s i : : - . a o ©
" ' - ) c. ) . o - . } . ' ‘l,' ; ' <.VM.
D,ata of stud'ents bemg .se'r*Ved in :—spemal u@ducatiOﬂ programs ** ‘ ;
. . . ‘ff!" -“' - . : i Y
wer‘e aPCGSSIble to the I\/\/.FRO etarf" in dlf‘f‘er‘e,nt ver*smns. G”'But For* e e
’ . N :' 4«' 4 - a Y a a
AT e
- pur‘poses of" ver*lﬁcatlon and Cros :S valldatlon ‘\Nlth he d A colle‘c_ted - -
ﬁg . f‘r*om school phincipals, the directors and administr*ator‘s of special. e
. » 1 ‘ W ‘ s N » 4 ; y * < . " . T 4 .. ’
education wgre approached to send ‘these ddta directly to the MERS" ¢ o x
T ) S ’ . ' . ' N ¢ = . VRN I
' . . ' * . - ‘ ..' f. ., R & * ' '.\ ﬁ . ‘ - . M ¢
staff. For this purpose, another instrument - a blue form = was =~ - {
> . L. ] K 3 . T Cm ‘. v v v b ) coe * " -
X ) ST . . .- 2 & 7 E ) Seg
developed along the hnes of the ye‘[loyv form to fill in the number*s of Q\ . “‘
i S . o * . . N ’ > . : . v . . . u
., .Sstudents by eXCept'ovaahty and’ dgé'-levelé receiving spe~|a1 edueattdn B T
. . . i " s t«f e e, @ DF‘
sarvices dumng the 1973 74 s(:hool year*. The columns were f"or age- Y S E :
. S - R
. ° . . . ,’ : . ) |
. levels and the roOws For exeeptionalltles by the types of‘ program oFfer*ed ‘ o {
NS R '
. M,’ ftryg & NN . , N 1
. (e.g., special cla-ss' ful'l_‘ time; special rclas*s pa_r-t titme," r*ésour*ce S e |
. ! . . o< . . -';‘) 2 »‘1‘ ov'v ‘
centeh and other* m'*ludmg 1tmer*ant?teacher‘s spemal consu‘ tat\/non, R e
v o . o p{__"’ﬁ 5 S, ? ’ . :,
T &, o ' N S, ‘
IR L e mm e e mmme 2 U T S
: . * Please: see: Apoeﬂdxx m Volume 1 for a .,opy of this Ietteh and, of AP
i e . .-
the final questlonrnme sant to-all schoo1 principals m Indlana.. A ki o
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The v15ua1 and heamng handlcaps wer‘e further‘ d1v1de61 into”

S y .

S . o -
btind, parjtially_seeing, deaf, and lwa~r~d-1,of’—hear‘ing categories.

. - . » . .
. w . v

.Th'ree dir‘ectors of special education were personally interviewed

v

etC:)

RN . ° LA

Théy went over the blue and yeltow forms, made
Y («?“ . ) ‘aqb o ) . -

- ,a few. suggéstions and géner‘élly -apg;~o§/edo of their format and content.

by the MERO sfai"f"

. -
¥ <

‘ Aboat the same lee thaf' the propésal. of thls study was approved,

» coe . o o - : '

M the le‘eCt.uF" DlvlSlOl"l oF S ec1a1 Educatlon, Indiana De ':mtmcnt of
p ps

39 e AN ~ ¥
REEETR - o - o

g3 Publzcé,mstr‘uctlon, had oent an mtroduptor‘y letter dated August 19,

Lol % ’r

’ 1974* and a. copy\of" the I\/\ERQ br‘ochgr'e to all Dwectors o. ‘Spacial -

©
[ A " . 0 »
[ ' -

Educat;on and Super‘ ntendents of Schobl Dlstmc’cs in the State.of
,:'Inqi‘aﬂna__, ’ "l"héy VOEZ;;Kve 'aségredq cht 5;.11 inf’ormat'ioh cOl'lé‘f:ted N this sfudy
Q wo:,lld be combmed to. yleld.’St:é.,;'Oi" r~egtona1 v1':31*fv.i*;tit:z’";_', and .1; one v -

srhool svstem WOuId bg, smglec‘l Qut whe‘n f};me results.werfe finalized.

< Y
a ~ <~ ‘° s

> They Were eficouraged to coope!;‘ate fully with the I\/\‘Q‘RC staff. in *his
’ - [}

study.'

- . °

allowmg the I\/\E?RO ‘staff to. Qresent bme"ly"'he oo;ecttves, procpdur‘ss

<

\.
m trumehts oﬂthls study tcx thca par*tlclpanrs of the 1 .Q.dlana> Cnuncﬂ

» -

- .

!

..and

. -

of Admlrﬁsfr‘a ors of Spe,cmk,kEducatlon (ICA =) meeting in Muncie,

- s . o

Ind,i_ana,-orf,S“;ébtembeP 26, 1974.‘ L "o

‘m‘ ) . . v
S

Ny An appmo;,umé:’ee cover Ierter a.nd detailled ins ,tructr,op‘s were

The .Division of Specia‘.,,Educatiom Wa‘s also very h-?.l pful in \/
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" drafted for the directors and adrhiriistra’gors, of special education on

the prccedur‘e for completmg the yellow and blue f“or"ms. ' .

o P N i A
b . - |
The problem of deter'mining who should Peceive these question-
naires Was‘a_difﬁ'cult ong, In mo%t areas of the state, spe ial educa— T

’

“tion cooperatives comprising one or more school districts have been
. TN .

-

;f’o'r'med which are headed by the directors or admini'stratqr'é of special

education. E;ut still there are some areas which are not covered by .
. 4 .

. 1
@ L . . .

amy'adrj\inistr'ator oﬁ'speCiaI education. Furthermore, it was not easy

’ -
. . s, . - o o
e ‘ .

a ‘to clearly identify the areas of jurisdiction of each individual admin— -

’
.

» ' istrator of special education, or whare there was no particular person’

[ . ’ o Lo

responsible for the special education programs in a particular area,
. ! - ° ! .

- -
ST L

. . . N . 'S
which suparintendent of schools or other official should receive the

- N . ’ - s
- ) A ) -

questionnaire. Afei a time-consuming effort of probing and consulting. .

L4

the conceraad parsonnzl, a map ‘of the state was dzmarcated to identify

' . * . *
Areas of jurisdiction of the directors and administrators of special
. Aed
R education and a list of these areas by schodl corporation was prepared.™*”

~

* Thus, on Octebzr 7, 1974, thp questionnaire developed for the directors ,

v

. : o
and administratoirs of special education (comprising a yellow form for * -

students not servad and a ‘blue form foF those éeh\)ed in 1973-—74) was

“mailed to all 93 of thesea admi_n‘i‘St‘r\ator\s.

o) ‘y - 4 . *

-—u—.«-_ N e ———— 4 2 v o e T > o = o - o -

& * Pleasa see Appandix D in Volume 1 for a copy of the questlonnawe
"~ bsent to all dw bf:w and administ rators of special education’ in Indlana.
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’_El{lC . ' - 36 . .

ok APE= n~n>< E in Volume II. J , - . » '
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The task of’_'Fi.nding or developing_a‘list of pubiic~and non-—publi'c

. schools fop special students was much more difficult than anticipated.,

9
- -~ -~ .

.

. ] ’ 3 N
SR It was found that many administrative arrangements were in operation. ~

There are some specidl schools which are directly under special eda-

Y © ‘ -

cation directors and acfministrators. *‘Since these administrators will

naturally ihclude the data of these schools in their returns, it was

[

not worthwhile to send them another blue form just(tg Fill out the data

- . s — . . . .
’

. of these schools, especidlly when they are very busy administrators,
B H » N .

o
- .

and ca'n_ha'.r‘dly aif‘f‘qr*d additional depnands on their time. Then, there

are special schools with geparate pringipals and a f‘ew_other‘%whic_h are’

; ' s . .
administered by orincipals of other regular schools. Again, thare

&

are special school s being operated as on—-going research projects

by some uhiversity personnel and the students who come to these

LI L"\ .

schools also ;attend regular schools. There are other varieties of ~

-
! c .

such schools alsog for instance, adult learning centers, homabound
¢ L4 » &8 3 ,

. . juvehile center*s,l rehabilitation centers aqd tcaampor*ar‘y classes in
: ‘ < - » . . _ . e 5 . - ‘ T .
hospitals., This pro,lglemtlsnot quite resolved as yet, and may be )
investigated further in the later phases of this study.
. . . * . ¥

)

Strategy of Follow-up:

o

For obvious reasons, the r*etur*nsgwer*e never expected to be

100% from the principals of the 3ntire :ftate. But’af"ter‘ the Question'l.

. .

naire was mailed to_the principals, it was found that the mailed

)
° v

L.
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© Quite a fe?w'pr‘inctpal_s assumed that ‘sincé the deadliﬁiof October‘ 11

1‘974 was al Peady past, they dld not need to seru in the data fr~om '
Q YJ " - )

their*schools. It was, ther*efore,demded that the follow—up strategy

!.; ’

-

df i Y e 9
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¢ . L;« K .

questionnaires, took two or three weeks, to reach some schools. Thus,

lech was developsd in the mltlal stages of p}annmg of the study be

.

unptemented fo:*thvvu.n. A “'ouow-up card® was malled on Qctobe?\ 25 : .' r/
.1974 to 1 ,B80 public school pmnmpals statmg that we needed ms data |
' |

-

: from their schoolsvery_urgently and it should be sent to us just as .b. v
. ; . soon as possiblé. : It was' a{so stated on tPj;sc'aPol ’vchat‘i:we dio»niot‘ ‘ “. ﬁ/
’ . receive their returns \;vithirj ten days,-a second copy of the Ciqestion- i )

: paire would be mailed to them oromptly.. After waiting for a lithe .

£
~

. l . L

more than ten days,.during which time quite a few responses were

) ‘ ' o . ) I . R :
‘received, a second copy of the questionnaire with another cover letter® .

-was mailed on Novembegr 11,1974, to 1,415 public school principals - mv" N

‘- ¢ X ‘ . ° ) o
. from whom no response had yet been received. The "extremse impor-—"

tance" a"n‘d‘ "urgency of our getting" the data from the principals was

underscored in the cover letter.. - - ‘ s e
e ’ : - e ) . e
Two follow—u%iei;tsps with copigs of the quéstionnair‘e* were ) '

. '

. P : 3 :
e . . Q .

v oL . e B {

. seént to the directops and administrators of special education: one on

a = - e . . N
- . N . : ‘ . z N i *
\ ! .

. November 22, 1974,to 59' of'them' f"br‘omv whom no response had yet SR

-

~~ * e '
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- béen receivad and another hand written one on December 17 1974

v

. to 82 of them wio had still not yresponded. The "importance and value"

B Y

“and the "urgency bf‘ our getting" the hesponSe of special educaticih .
directors and administratons was .unﬁer‘scohedtihgboth these tetters.
Returns: . T,

' The 'statistics_.‘of response from the public sr},ho_ol principals is

given below: / 7 - ' N

Number' of" qu stlonnalr‘es hecewed from the publlc '
" '“,gschool plﬂlnClpals beFore the Follow-up . ~ 4Bs

*
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.
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o " Number oF.Ques’éjonnaihes received after the - g BT
: ' follow-up: )

~
[6))]
n
A

L L Total: T e . | | 1,188

. s 'Nur‘r],ber' of returied Questionn'aihes considered .
B ] : -+ appropriate For;*inclusion in data analysis: ' 1,125
K - . . ' - 7
* « Total nymber of public schools (of general :
education) in Indiana in 1973-74: , . 2,132
~ : " Percent of response i~ ; ! 52.8% .
- , +  Table 1 pn'the Fbll'QWihg.pag‘e shobws,- by hegio'h and community <

. type., the pePCent of students enrolled in the. public schoels of Indiana

N A

N firom Wthh data were collected for th1s study These data cover 48 02%

. g L oF the entlr'e publlc schoo(*enqr'ollment in the state in 1973-74. As

.
a

h . ev1demt me the table, heturfns were the highest (78.07%) from th,e _

" large town communities of the northern region and thé Iewest (33.36%)

¥
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from the small city comrnunities of the southern region. _The",r'etums - ‘
L. 22 -
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were better:héhan Sb% f’bom nin"e‘of the 17 commuﬁily types. é-"
" . . ‘Table 1 . . | IR S
i Percent'.of Réfu;‘ns by. Redion &;ﬁ‘\?} ?dmmunify ’]‘yp_fal~ - ‘
: \;:‘;,ei:\hlor‘ther"n ' ‘Nbo‘r‘tP;—Centr‘a\Iu Central ‘ “S-roufher*n v
g o _"Re‘agion‘. - Region : Rﬁegié’h‘- Bégio'n'
Rural . sl.eat 58,68 5775 - -54.45
Large Town * 78.07 47.63 . . 49.72 " 45.89 o
“Small City 56,51 o 51.2»9‘ ' 50.45 "a3.38
’.-Sub—U‘r"vbaH’  seler J’“NE—.‘ L ates o *NE
"urban  ans . *NE 34.27. o 44.26‘.
’;Nonrexi-s.tfng_ ’
The response, from no'{~pu-b1ic~sch'ool prihcipals was not -
. . o . . v

' encounraging. Some of them wrote frankly that we Should not waste
DY . K} . . . - j

A .

our money tQ:Send them que's'tionnair*és._ Cf a total Qf 479 non=public

Mty D - . . . 0
school pri-:\ciﬁal,ﬁ to whom questionnaires were sent, 92.responded:® |
s, - '
(‘} \ B ° .
2 Bt .

but only éS of them filled out any data ‘in théd¥returns. No follow-up

letters weiaiseht to them to avoid any adverse feeling on their part.
: "o . . . v e )

* 14

- [ s v s 3 . . . B
Since a private'or parochial school is under no legal obligation to

5:1' -4"‘}\ ) » < ° . - - . . .
kegp an exceptional student on roll, there seems to be little scientific

..

basis for making any meaningful state-wide or region-wide projzactions

’

° . ' : : : o
~on the basis of the data r*epor*’ged by the few non—public school princi-

o s =~y .
pals. L e g '
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. o The statistics of" Pesponse from the directors and admmlstrat@r‘s .
N C . t oo o © * » . . . L . .
~ of special educ,at-ion are given _belbw: SR .
Number of"',questi‘onnaikﬂes received from the special. -
education administr*ators before the follow—-up: - 85
X . . Number of questionnairies réceived after the follow—up 32
o Total: - T a7
o Total number‘ of spemal ducation dlr‘ectors admm—
istrators or superintendents: © 3 : . Tes
. : >f,b\- . .. . -‘
. , Percent of response: "~ ° o v 72%
! . ’ o : v . | ' . : »
i Q%’ @ . Special educaqon cooperatwes covered by the .
L . response: . T _— ‘39 out
” Q" . Other admtmstratwe areas f-'or~ specnal educahon | N .
v o »cover‘ed by the r‘esponse _— N . - 10 out- .
. - | \ | L | © of 14
Percent of students in public schools covered by . o
. . the response from spec1a1 educatlon dlrectors ' , )
= : __and administrators R " 61.9%
‘Method and Rationale of Data Analysis: R . -
.ot o ' ' . : !
Each returs that we neceived was carefully checked for its
\ ) accuracy, marked in the state~wide list,of s¢chools, and coded on a
" +  continuous basis for thtur‘po es of transfer of the gata:'to the com—-
N . . R R * . . .o . . .; . R ~
- - B ' N pllter‘" ) ' - v F 3 - ‘- : . : . q'
v / : . T L R o " . ) . . .
E S We analyzed public school data that.we co“ﬁected for this study,“
. and on the basis oF these data we projected the approximate-idmber
‘- . \\; ". . | B ._ . . ! .‘ * .
. » of exceptipnal childran and youth that need to be served in the entire
T - AU S o« .
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state. The m%\od uSed to pr‘OJect this number was to tako the

. N . ~ . . : . B
- f
L4 ~ :
. K . .
. ) ) . C. By . .
- . . . . .o
. i S . - : : Lo .
. . P ’ o n .
» : . . i e
k . . * . .. : ' e é
N : oo L IR
F B
.

|
) . : : -
o ('.,number‘ of students r*epor*ted by the publlc schools in 2ach Sub—category ,/‘ & ' ‘

[ - - . -5 *
of exceptionanty (by age level and by, the sta‘ge of testing and, identi- ,“' |
. ’ ) .’i ' » ' S . ‘

fication), divide it by thé enrollment of that ‘qge,level in the reporting

schools l:o deter*rmne per"centage oi‘ 1nc1dence of‘ that ,exceptlon‘allty,
<]
Q‘ K =}

‘and multlply that aenCentage of' 1nc1dence by the total enr‘qllment of"

o V.
(" ‘

. ' ' that age Ievel in all publlc schools of the.,sta.te._ In order to dete‘hmlne
' the enrol,lment in, each school 'by the age Ievels p’hescrib’ed on the

& . ” 4

o - o
' ’ -‘\yellow form, the Indlana Depar*tment oF Publlc Instr‘uctlon da'ia of
K -" - v . N ¢
e - school enr}ollm‘ent' wer'te used. ‘These data included the enhollment
¥ L e : ) ' - ' ‘

¢ by grdds levils (N through:12), the 1-6 ungraded enrollmerwt, the 7-12 . |

’t"np . a

nt did not include the full-time enrollment in special, education classes.

These enr‘ollments were then cat’nblned in the f"ollowmg mannor‘ to

x
-

. yield the five c«:ategor*ies prescribed by the yellow form used in this

\v‘

AP ' ungr‘aded enr*ol‘ment .and the post gr‘acduate -enrcllment for each school, : )
. b

_ study: A R - RN
) LY A : L . . . . o . i
v , Gr\ag_e_ e ot ‘ \ Categ_o;rfy__ :
' Enrollment of grades N +'K +1 + (16.2% of - ' '
\ ungr:ad'ed enro‘nment ;.1—6) . o PRE-PRIMARY
. . "Enrollment of gr*ades F3 44+ (49 2% of ° - } e .
o T J'ungradad enrollment:1- s) . PRIMARY . © ;
7RI g
. ks H . . 2 . ) )
s ' ' _ : < '
. - " -tog - T .
. ' . . CQ . .
»~ : . ! e S ,
\ . o L r | v \7,:
. . ) b 66 i s




rL'_nrollmeﬁt of gradeo 10 +A1+12 + (47%

i . Grade . Category
, ; 0 .
Enrollment of grades 5 + 6 + 7 + (84.7% of s
ungraded enrollment 1=6 + 17.7%, of ’ S :
ungraded énrdllment 7-12) PP A INTERMESIATE
Enrollment of“ grades 8 + 9 + (35. 8% oF . ,
ungr'adad agnrollment 7-12) y JUNIOR HIGH

o )

of ungr'aded enrollment 7-12) + p
level enr‘ollmem . . ‘

t-gr'aduafe DR
: SENIOR HIGH

\

T The percentages used to cotmbine the ungraded enrollmeK '

ware determined from the state enrollment total.é; e.g. the stat

Y LY

total 'en‘ro‘llment for gr'adé 1 was divided by the state tatal ungraded

’

enrollment in grades 1 through 6 to yield the figure of 16.2%, for the

¢

- pre=primary categqrr‘y. PSR

vooLe . h
o . R

The approximate hiJ'r)*iper‘ of .exceptional children and youth that

{

o . ) ‘ . o o .
need to be servad was projected directly for thg entire state and also -

for each of its regions and c,ommunity‘ types t;i' give another‘ 'projectec‘l

T o “a

.total for thé, entire statte. Thlo vvaa mtt=nded to f"acﬂltate cross—

checking and comparison of inter—regional and ur'ban-r'our'al data for

£

any possiblé&differences in the incidence of exceptipnality and thus

add to the pér’suas‘iveness of the state~wide. ptrojzctions. The Indiana

LY

' Department of Public Instruction, Division of Special Education,

already recognizes four administrative regions: northern (code 1),

‘ north¥ceé1tP4al (code 2), central (code 8‘), énd southern (code 4).

-

w

.

.‘“ . » _—*26 Ll * - ‘\_




o

.l -‘-(2) su'bur*ban - contig

;o ".:.('8) small city = wi

. totals.**

Within each r*egion, ‘we str*atiﬁed school distr*icts by. communi\ty o 'a
| B
ty/e (1) ur*ban - school districts.in a populahon cefiter’ exceedmg
-‘.eo 000 total populatlon (code 5) L , N

w5 to urban center*s' (code 4y

ap pulatlon of more than 20,000 but .
less than 50,000 (code S)

4 o : .

)

(4) large town - more than 10, OOO but less than 20,000 pop—)
ulation (code 2)

L i
(5) rural — less than 10,000 population in municipality (code 1)

Every school district in the' state was identified as belonging to one
¢ 0 . . ‘. " .
particular 'r*egion and par*tiéular* community;.*

o <

\Co%nputer* programs were then wriitten to merge the file of
data -tr*ansfer*r‘éd from the returns with the file of public school enroll-

"ments oy age 1evels and the file of.each school's number*, r*eglon code
o ¢

and commgri’ity type code;: to'tab(ulate the data for each region and

community type; and té give us the summation of totals pr*ojectéd by

2

’

r*egibn and cqmmtxxniiz/y tybé as awell'as the dihectly projected statg“ .

? . . a

rA

' *Please see Appendix G m Volumt, IT for a list of Indlana School
Dlstmcts by l?eglono and uommumty Types. « s

5;
** The 17 table.: of pr*o_}ected totals by r*eglon and commumty type
and the table ‘of the directly pr*OJectr:d .:tate totals are placed as 7
Appendix H in Volume II. Since there are no urban and sub-urban P
communities in the north—central regiorfand no sub+urban, commumtles
in the SOutheY‘h region, there are 17 instead of 20 tables. . : .

< . o i
' ' * .
v ’ i . .
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" up:-to Octobeh 25 1974 before the follow-—up strategy waa lmplemented

. .
™ . . ~

. In order to make state-wide projections on the basis of returns

received,, we had two colr‘nputér' runs of the data‘ instead'of one: .the

. ] v

‘ﬂhst computer run was Ilmlted to the data colleeted from 431 schoqls

~

. | ‘ ’
yvhtle the second c_omputer',r'Un’ covered the data 'collected from another

- . R .
. . 23 PREEE .

' 694 schools as a result of the follow-up. State-wide projections .

Al T 1

“were made dn the basis» of each of these two sets of 'data. The di- '

3

® N

hectly phOJected state total glven by the flI“St computer' r'un was 17 599

| and the_ene g'iven by the second run was ,19, 575., The Summation of

~

-

1 totale 0r~o_1ected by region and commumty type glven by the First =+ +y-

)

~ .
v

computer' run WAaS 21, 189 and the one glven by the second run was

19,477. The -dihéctly pr'ojected state tot'al (of 17, 599) was sli'ghtly

lower in“the case of‘fhe flI“St computeh run, because the r'etur'ns in
Tk_ - —— e, . .

PR

that set of data were highsr from rural ar'ea,s where the incidence of
) . .

xnepttonahty is preoumamy lower, Wthh deﬂated the pI“OJeCthI"\S

.

for the ar'eas"OF higher', inc:ndence from where the hetur'ns had* been

A0

IOWGI“. This phenomenon,ehowevekL; de not ex1st to the same deghee

" in the setspf data analyzed by the second ‘cor'npu-ter' run, so it gave a

1
. o . ’ . -
sl_ightly higher figqn*e \(of 19, 575) for' the directly projected _state total .

[
]

and a Slightly Ioweh ﬁgur\e (of 19,477 as against 21 , 189 of the first

~

r'un) for the summa® “ion of totals phOJected by . r'eglon and com'numty

.

type, and the d-if’r‘errence .between the two projected ﬁ'g-uf'*es narrowed.

-~

év‘ . ;28?* 'y

;
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g . . : : : - et N . ’

" !

« When"the entire data collected from: 1 , 125 schools weré',analy,z“éd,, o

[

+  the directly projected stafe: total came out to be 18,932 and the surm~ v

- gy a

<

.- data of this study therefofe is reliable from the via)

mation of totals projected by regioh and community 1;y'pe to oe19, 061=— oot
. . ) . . R a, Q . » ! - .
the' difference getting still smaller to a level of_in’si'gnificahée. The
S : o S v I
‘ compaﬁson"o(‘ these,figures shows tha! both the pre=followup/and

r
-

 post-followup samples of %Chddls, statistically speakihg,‘_;r" resented

-

- . Y ’ N i ‘ -‘ 4 Lot
the. same pulation, and had there been responses receivéd-from any
. . . . ' & arh

moﬁe schools, the state—wide projections of the numberir

. - S . . , . B A LI . - .
children and youth who needed to be served would not haye been sig-

nificantly different from the ones made on the basis 97

methodology.

i . °
Q -

indicated the strong possibility of sighificant diffar
dence of eiceptionality that might be vexi’stih'g bety een different regions. - .
and communities. This possibility neads to be’investigated further... .

As a further check of computer tabulatior), all the data col- . - S
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bj hand éand-cbmpdr‘ed with the com puter totfa s. The data collected .

through th-a'pink form of the questionnaire.:§ ere tabulated by the ’

computzr, and the data received from pri ate and paroc_:bif;lxéchoo‘ls
of special education wera

- - N : Y

and from tha directors and administratoy

i

v

tabulated by hand.
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CHAPTER Il Presentatjon of Data, ..

g

. »”
. N . - . .
. ¢ S . . )«
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Public School Principal's’Estifnates of the Numbers of Students
Not . Sérved in Spemal Education F’hoghams During. 1973—74 ’

. -
€

d Amoné the most im portant data genehated by th1s study are

)
. . e

the publlc school pmnmpals' estlmates of the numbers of students

. ’ /
who should have beeno, but were not, ser~ved in spemal educatlon pro-'

gra,ms._ T e fact that each pmnclpal detehmlned and r-ecorded these |
- . . . v - ?i"

\

number‘s of his own students by i:hell" exceptlonalltles and ages and .

~ .

1 [

. d};eterm\xned how far thr-ough_ the pl"OCeSS of identification and placement

- +

in special ;educa:tién ’pr"dg'rams they had:come by Juhe" 1, 1974 mdlcates
j ce :"‘\ . . "’ b - . . .

the e;xtent of deta.tl mvolved in these estlmates and augments the1r~

e
Yoe s L a - .
. . . ‘- . B
N v .. . »

accur*acy As mentlbned in Chapteh II, cacn pmnc1pa1 was sentL
" along ‘with the questlo‘nnai'he, a complete statement of Rul_e S,-“1 def-
initic‘;nscf ?S;Xcepticnalitie_s as Well-'as a clear and .compl ete e>.<p_1*an-b
* ation of the‘:me_aning’; of "N, "R and "Ii"n'categohies. ' The'phincﬁ?aﬁ

13 - - 1
. [

of edfch’school was also asked in the instructions attached with the

Y
¢

- .» questionnaire to have the most qualified person or persons in the
g N 1 : . ' :

schioot, be heithe principal himsélf, guidance counselor, nurse or

Y ¢ ‘

-other staff \membe'h, ‘com’plete the yellgw form for the em{.ir‘e school -

| ‘and to consult any records or other personnel that might be able to

a -

help him o_btain'ac.cu'hate info';ﬂmaticn. Supported by their staf"f" and .
. Q\ ‘.‘ . B . ‘ f_/g . ‘

A ‘,_1~30-4Ji S I 1




all per*tment r'ecor'ds the pmnclpals are suppOSed to be the best o
o
informed pr-*ofesmonal per'sonnel 1n the ﬁeld who should have ﬁr-st— ‘
’5;‘,@ .
hand 1nFor‘matlon about thelr- students. In the opinion -of theSe re—

sear*cher-s the* chances of any pmnclpal omlttlng fmm these data any -

)
-

students who should have been counted and‘including, in'these data

" ‘

any studehts who should not have been .counted are about eVen, so the

. -
’ v o

’

state-w1de pr'OJectJons baSed on these data Seem per‘suaSWe.
Table 2, on pagé‘az‘, sun*imar*izes the state totals proJectEd;

' by r'eglon and communlty type and sum . ed, on the baS1s of pub11c

. .
. &

school pmnclupalsl estkmates of the num er's of students who should

s . . 3 \

have been’, but were not &ser‘ved in speclal educatlon programs in

1978-%74. These pl"O_]eCted state totals arLe given in the table by excep—

JT e e e T T T ——

oy

) r'ef"er‘r‘ed‘for test1ng (N cataegor'y), ‘or were formally r‘efer'r'ed but not

A !
yet apphoved by case conference (R categor'y), or' else, wer'e for'mally

o R . -

education phog{r‘am,s -(I‘ category). -

& . As shown in Table 2, there were approximately 4,789 students

+ of various age 1eVefé in the state who, as reported by their' principals,

- . . R n
- / . S

ific handicaps or disabilities but were not placed in thé appropriate

a1 -

;ttﬂafls*way, Whethel" thoae students nedded spec1a1 help but were not_

1dent1f1ed by case confer'ence but not placed 1n the appropriate speclal

were for'mally 1dent1f1ed by case conFer‘ence to be sufFemng from spec—,

tlonat ity, by age levels, and by the stage‘ of testing and 1dent1f1catlon--

© - R

=3




. R o : by |
- e : TABL’.E.e ) -
. oA . o, T . I
. NUMBER OF STUDENTS BY THEIR HANDICAPS AND AGES
NOT SEBVED IN SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS I
. DURING THE" 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR "y
_ Projected State Totals . _ §
- @ - Based on Returns From Public Schools _ : '
. ' N - Noeded special help, but were not referred for testing ) _ L
= . . R - Formally rofor;gd, but noi':;rot approved by case conforc;nco
I - Formally identified by case conference, but not placed in the appropriate special cducatién |
program - ) - i ’ - ‘
4 , D o
" Pro-pri- Primary Intermed- B Junior High Senior High Other {Total
o " mary, 0-6 7-9 iate, 10-12 13-14 15-21
‘years oid years old *yoars old - years old - Years old , |
Matiply . [NJT1] 48 - 12 56 88 ° | a@s “ia5
: Hn’ndicippeq +/ R|2]|, 19 - .88 . - 10 , 4 Q 89
(sce other side) . HE 8 - 18 23 _28 99 l
ﬁwﬁcﬂw'v N|4 .. 30 59 47 . 41 133 3101°
R[5 S ’ 218 @ 25 N - 16 1 721
d -
Handicapped 1 16 7 17 23 24 57 128 I
i/‘isu‘-uy Nij7 48 - - 83 54 23 96 304 | §
Handicapped ¥ R |8 ) A - 3_6 .13 27 — 4 89
S » 119 17. - 51 58 57 57 240
o - | N {10 26 73 54 ° 23 159 _335
Hearing R[] . 6 36, 30 49 17 1 139
Impaired - v
i SN AN 9 1Q2 86 o2 - 40 329
E " tionall 1N 113 152 537 612 682 - 580 256’-?
Dz&g;;Y~ R|w| 47 252 . 533 100 97 ‘719
N : ) {15. 31 203 ‘214 -y 205 106 759
. Neurologically N |18 162" 490 429 510 - 378 ° 1969 |
Impaired/Learn- LA 82 396 414 120 56 1068
- ing Disabled | |8} 60 375 402 83 - 59 979
T et CIN 19 125 167 - 72 79 61 54 . 558 |
ommunication  * g .T20 75 116 ] 48 107 30 376
 Handicapped 1|21 76 214 150 - o8 _20 | m=g’
‘Mentally R |23 116 423 393 231 185 ' 1348
9| Retarded 1 |24 117 463 405 __251 208 444
A Trllnlble . Nf2s] 18 6 "0 L 44 78
Mentally h R |26} > 6 |+ 49 31 A 4 90
Rotarded [ FA 42 37 20" - 18" 124
|* Saveretly-pro- N |23 : : 5 . 2 45 52
foundly Men- R |29 b ¢ 36 36
“tally Rotarded I 130 - 2 7 15, 6 30
Other - IN[31] 89 153 17 164 405 028
-1 (Handjcap R |32 44 125 125 25 33 ) 352
|, Uninown) THES 2 42 25 - 24 6 - 99
TOTAL 1577 5226 4835 3610 3753 60
’ 7 . » L N - 9,894
. - e % R - 4,378
-8 ST o’ I - 4,789

19,061




€« -

[

special educatlon pr'ogr*ams. of these, 9 wer'e hnultlply handlcapped
( .

128 physv.cally handlcapped 240 vxsuauy h:mdlcapped 329 heamng

1mpawed, 759 emotionally dist,qrbed, 979 neunglogicauy impained/

learnihg di‘sabl,ed,' 588 communication handicapped, 1,444- educable

mentally r‘etar*ded', 124 trainable mentally retanded,-, 30 sever_ely- ’

profoundly mentally retarded, and 99 with other handicaps. We also

find in this table the principals' estimates of the number of students, '
' . N . ' ' 4

. , \ N _
by their exceptionalities an®age levels, 'who were formally referred .

" for testing but wer'enot'yet appnoved by case’c;onfeﬁence, and the

,

number* of students Who needed specnal h%p but were not r~ef-‘er~r~ed

“for testing. These numbers wer'e 4,378 and 9,894 respectlvely in

the entire state. Thus, we find a total of approximately 19,()61 children
’ g . . . ~ )

‘and youth in the state of Indiana who ne'eded some kind of special

\

" ‘education ser-vices'-‘-.—testi,ng and diagnosis, identi’Fication of" excep-

¥

‘tionalities, or placement 1(1 special educatlon programs-——but could not

Ve

receive-‘ them in 1978—-74. Thlstable also gives the breakdown oF this

figure by age levels. So'we see that the largest number (5, 226) of these

chtldr\en and youth were 7-9 years old, f"ollowed by 10-12 age group

4

(4, 835), 15-21 age aroup ({3 758), 18—14 age group @G, 610), and 0-6

<
]

agggr'oup (1,577)..
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N Mon=Public Schools' Estimates of the Numbers of Students Not

A

Served in Spécial Education Programs During 1973-74

incidence of exceptionality was intermediate (10-12 years).

N . : . ] A ‘

The data received from 65 non-public schools (with about,17%

]

.of the total n_on-publi::: school enrollment in the state) are summarized -

~yt .
Bl ‘ 4

in Table 3 in the same'mannelﬂ as the data‘ of‘ Table 2.‘ The principals
of these schools could 1dent1fy a total number of 3250 students who

should have beer, but w:;r*e not helped thr@ugh spemal educa.tlon

' , se.r‘wces and programs: . 188 of them needed special.help but were not

cef’ér‘r"ed'f"ow testing, 57 were formally referred but not yet approved .

» I

- . «

by case 'confe'r‘enoce, and 75 wen'ﬂe f’or‘mally identified by case confer-

ef{ce but not placed in the appt‘opr'iaté specié.l ‘educatiom?rbr'ogr'am.

Emotional disturbance showed the highest incidence among different -

\ .

" exceptionalities: 127 ol the 820 students who needed some kind 'of

S,

- spetial help were emotibnally disturbed. The age Ieﬂ/el'showing highést

a o

;.
e - ] .
Although there §s little scientific basis for projecting state-

.

~ wide estimates from these figures reported by 65 schools, those

‘estimates wo‘tf‘ld roughly Ue,vabout six times these figures, more or

less, pr'opor‘tlonate to the egtimates pro;ected for the pubhc schools.

Spemal Edl,&catlon Administrators' Estimates of " the Nuimbers of -

Students Served and Ehgtble but not Served, in Special Education.
Programs During 1973—74 s ,
Vo ' :

- The dir‘ectows‘ and adnpinisthators of special education were

considered, for the puLposes of this study, to be another independent

‘g

l



TABLE 3

g NUMBER OF STUDENTa BY THEIR HANDICAPS AND AGES, ¢

RS NOT SERVED IN SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS

»

3

DURING THE 1973 1974 SCHOOL. YEAR

Data of’ 65 Returns From. Non—Pubhc Schools

N - Needed special help, but were not referred for testmg

R - Fermally referred but not yet approved by case conference

program
¥/

*

-

.. .

" 1 - Formally ldentm_ed by case conferthce, but not placed in the approprinte special education

o

[ Pro-pri- Primary _ ntormad— 1 Junior High | Secnior High | Other [Total
mary, 0-8 7-9 iate, 10-12 | 13-14 15-21 A
¢ R ; years old years old yearsold | years old . Years old- X v.
Multiply — N1 s T . :
Handicapped R |2 -
: (see other: snde) K 1 . ’ i 1
_ Physuca!ly . : g 1 1 5 ‘1k 2.
Handicapped . - T

Visually N ; 1 6 3 4 3 \\ f? 17 -
1 . R ' 3 2 . 2 : 7

Handicapped WER 4 1 T N [ 5

y ) ._ . N . 10 1 5 @ v 2 2 R " : ) 1 8
Hear!ng R 1 7 ' i 1... o R Q -
Impaired. 1 12 1 2 — N

t.' " N |13 10 15 25 ' 17 5 72
Emotionally - ., 'g14 4 7 — 7 6 24
Disturbed \7 = - < PR .

‘ N 1 |15 2 ~'12 _13 4 1 31
Neuralogically LN 16 2 1.2 15 6/ 1 36
Impaired/Learn- | R |17 1 3 2 6 |/ . 12

Lo LN |19 A g 5 21
Com{numcptnon R |20 1 i B N 1
Hand,capped T 121 1 1 5 \ 4 5
Educable N |22 2 4 5 |\ 6 17
Mentally ~ . |R |23, s 3 IR \ i -~ 4 7
Rotarded - T 124 1 ) 2 | 5

- Trainable N 125 ¢ ' -
Mentally , R |26 ‘ _ )
Reteﬁded' 1 |27 S
Saverely-pro- - [N j28 J o /
foundly Men- R |29 : 7 -
. tally Retarded ! |30 . A ( \ . /‘ :
Other  ~ N {31 1 2 6 1 /o "1 10~
{Handicap. IR {32 e - »
. Unknown) EERE 2 3 5 J : 10
: ‘ _ [ v 3 . <
TOTAL 24 o6 113 f 67 20. '
| - ~ + N-188

| .

) R~ 57

R ‘ 4 v - N 5 - I - ) 75

- i 46 T'ota,.ll_, 320

v .
< ‘ﬁ




. in these data and 67 r‘?@\ned the forms. The state and regional totals

o9
'

8- ' : s

Jource of data, besides the school principals, of the number of excep-- . v i
PR L -

tional children and youth who should have been, but were H"'ot,ssehved ° I

in 1878-74. All 98 of them were-sent the same yellow forms’to fill BRI

projected from the- data.received from the directors and administrators of

:special education have been ;'c'o‘mpa‘r‘ed in Table 4 with the totals. pro-
© B . B B . ,“ “ o -

bjected from the data r‘etuhned by the. public schoot principals. 'The'

' . N : . , N , . . ’
" percent of enrollment covered by the special education administrators'

-

N

. . [

hesbonse'and‘by the principals' response for each redion and the §tate

o

is alSo indic_ated in the table. As evident fhom the table, the estimates_

of spemal educatlon direectors and admlmsthators are con51stently

)
v

. 1®we¥*—thapr—the—est1mates made by the putglte school pmnmpals. These A

TN

heseahchehs comsider the data collected from the pr‘mctplals more

—

credible for- heasons stated elsewher‘e m this chapter. &
. The 67 dir‘ector‘s’and administrators of special eQucation who
[ ’ : ’ -
o

responded to our quest'ionhe_ir‘e,also' entered, on the blue fohms, the -

iy T

R . d s K v
data of exceptional children and youth Whywer‘e ser‘ved in 1973-74" by -

| .
e

their exceptlonahtles age—levels and’fﬁe types of phogr‘ams they,
attended.' 'These data pehta!ned to 49 of the 71 admlmsthatlve ivisions
A

of spe01a1 educatlon. For the hemammg 22 d1v1510hs,data collected ¢

-

by the D1v151on of Spemal Educatlon, Indlana Depar‘tment of Public

o




@

1,0 . " TABLE4 BN | .

- - Comparison of State and Regional Totals of the Number
C . of“\Exceptioﬂﬁal Students Eligible but not Served During
.. - 1973~74 Projected on the Basis of Principals' Estimates
' © with those Projectedon the Basis of Special Education

o f

‘Administrators' Estimates. ?
o . . Projected Totals ' Projected Totals Based
: a : g ’ k3 (3 o ! (3 3 .
) o Based on Principals' * on Special Education - i
9 /4 | Estimates - . ‘Administrators' Estimates
. , Totals, Percent of Totals Percent of o
: : Enrollment . : Enrollment
e Covered. by & *  Covered by
3 : ~.' . the Principals' ' . = the Special
~- - R"E;tfonse Education
- Somtly o , Administrators'
' . Response ~
. L]
L] o o
© _ \ .
. Northern - . . : ‘
Region - ., 5,542 " 4,457 60.3
Nor‘th‘—C‘en’tr‘al “" ’ - \ - r o - ) - R
Regign-. , 1,976 - 54,1 . 1,372 N 56.3
Central, . - - ¢ L | ' .
Region 7,023 - 45,9 2,960 68.8 = W
V Soouihern S ) " e o
. " Region- . 4,520 4g.6° . - ' 2,570 56.0 .
State of . ST A \/ | i
. ° . 19,061 . 48.02 11,359 61.9

‘Indiana”,




>

Instruction, tﬁr'ough Form 24* were substituted.‘. The totals by o .

region, and For~ the ehtl re state and also by exceptlonahtles and types

L4

. : , P
of Qr\ograms offered are summamzed in Table 5 on the next page. "

+

" These data are compar‘ed in the table Wlth the tota].s of" F-“orm 24 data

:1

and of the“data suppl led by the Dlv;;smn of SpeGLaI Educatlon, Indlamss

L
- Y
u +

Departm‘ent of Pubh.c Instruction. : -

~A

As ev1dent F’r‘om thlS table\, the total number‘ of students re—.

celvmg speCLal educatlon services dur‘mg 1978-—74 computed from the

L]

data of this study is 62,504 while the total o‘f" For'm »24, data is 74,%50
and of the data supplled by tl2e Division of Special Educatlon is 82 815.

When we compar'e ‘the totaI%f" each exceptlonallty, they are about the

I a

same—--shghtly hlgher' f"or' the data of" th1s study, except f"or' the com=— oot
mumcatlon handlcapped youth "The totals of this categor'y are the e

Iowest for the data of" th1s stude/ and the hlghest for the data supplled
by the Division of Spemal Educatlon. These- researchers d1scussed
the data with the Director of" that Division who explained the reason

for this difference and suggested that the total figure of 82,815 students
. - " o . . . . 3 3% : )

receiving special educdation services was more acgurate since the
- . , .\

. -

e For‘f*ﬁQ4 is the Spe01a1 Education. Approval Form pr‘escmbed by the ,
Division of Sp%\lal Educatlon Indiana Department of Public Instruc—~
tion, for each school cor'por'atlon in the state to report and verify the

. data of stuclents reoceiving spemal education services for pur‘poses of
reimbursgment of expenditure by the state. : : , '

**Indiana Department of Public Instruction, Spemal Educatlon ; ..
Newsletter', Vol. 2, No. 2, p B. & N \
ALY . N

g
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TABLE 5
NUMBER OF STUDENTS BY

' \I

A %{Em HANDICAPS AND AGES, ‘
RECEIVING SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES DURING 1973-74 SCHOOL YEAR )

)

_‘_(T

{

“F = Spec:Lal Class Full T:une, P = Part—t:l.mé R = Resource Cen.; O = Other ( 1teneran‘t teachel):'s,
Dafa Coliected m_Directors 8 Adrr unlstra’c T of Special Ed.. gpv. 8f
. . . Areasnot - | State .'Fom 24 Ed..
* |Reglon 1i{Region 2 Regz;on 3 Reglon, Hlooversd . | Totals | morals Data -|Data -
T F| 158 1 148 " B0 10 367 .
Multiply - v - ' ' .
Handicapped - I; 7 3 L 11 887. 310 3810
I (Sce other qlde) = ' — ' '
q . ‘ 4 5 . Q
. F 132 39 227 g 407 ,
¢ 8 15 2 27 5
Physically P : : ‘ .y
I Handicdpped A 12 1 - 31 . a4 | 572 4?5 425
q 57 15 1 18 3 94 .
. CYYIF - 80 1 2 33 . s
P, 4 ‘ 4
I Blhind ) IR 55 - - A22 )
. o 5 . ’ . - < )
—7 KR = 57 _ 17 :‘,:g 379 212 212
I Partially B ' ‘3 28 - 31 .
| Seelng R 69 7 _ 3= 79 °
5 82 23 17 16 - 138 O
I / iF| 170 35 215 _18 _ 238
| Deat P 9 -~ 1 23 33
. . R 4 - 4 v
Ic 19 g8 |~ 3 .30 i
- = 35 , 55 : v 613 386 | 386
Hard of P 12, L - 13
Hearing R 25 9 : 18 O [/ 52
q__ .33 85 14 12 b A1/ 144 -
Ff 151 > 90 | - 182 17 e /f 440 .
Emotionally .’ P '8 .16, ‘ 74 [~ B85 o . 1 | 134 ' '
Grotionally s T »5451‘_%3 === 22| 1,113 | 1,083 | 1,033
. qd  s8 Nl AL paa 9.1 322
, . o ) LTS ] ,,-
Neurologically O‘-F 12; 6 112 1 — 44 N2 ?7'.? oo .
Impaired/ 61 26 ‘ L4 88 | 1,005 |1,508 | 1,508
Learning R 84 56 760 . 90 990
Disabled e 64 | - 125 120 139 2 | . 450
A . 100 - 615 1 715 {. . - _
Communication [Pl - 884 _ 916 89.1:1,889 |35 o6 |48,530 |58, 500
Handicapped AL 280 |7~ | 3,940 ~ 264, 4,434 |- :
(10,183 | 6,303 | 7,259 | 4,759 434 |28,888 - 3
Bl 1 3,962 | 1,766 |.5,008 | 1,518 212 12,461 - T '
Educable ; * = . . Y
 =atican Pl © 863 225 996 684 11 | 2,779 S
‘Mental ‘ 2 :
gﬁ;:fd;{i Lo 952 | ~ 118 250 404 20_[ 1,734 %‘7,147 17,013, 17,o1~3
- S (L 53 .71 24 15 . 163
Trainabl “rff 1,079 "3 ' 9083 450 64 | 2,877 - e -
ranabie P - , . -
Mentally ->,1 - 2 15 _ 3 20 12,013 |8,102 |3,102
Retarded q ‘ — 5 o 5 -
Severaly- {F 235 31 ° 201 52 ~ 11520 E
Proisundi ' R . ) : )
Montally Fo = ~ s see 326 336
Rétar%@d 5}: . 124 3 \, . ) va . .
_ _185 18 . 207 |
“ 1 108 103 1,017 | 1,705
50 177 40 10 706 S y
0,643 | 20,964 | 10,310, ‘1.,141:; 3525*504 62,504 - {74,550 82,815
) ‘\ _ 39 ot : A ® AW :




-

communicatiort handicapped figures for this total were obtained from

‘the speech and héaring therapists.aéropss the state. The speech and
hearing therapists reports were held to be mare accurate than thz\‘

g . -

e = reports of Special Education Directorsor Supe.r*_intendents since the
i therapists, worked directly with the communication handicappec‘:l children.
LA .~‘._."' -’ : 4 h —_— -
>+ The issue of divergent estimates of°the’ po&lati’oh of exceptional

o ‘ o ) ‘ B S . . T
children and youth has Been discussed in some detail in a note appended N
to this volume of the r‘epor‘"c as the Addendum.
School Principals' Perceptions and Judgements
Concerning Special Education ) W
R N\ . T

11
.

~

\\ The data generated by the pink form of the q}uesﬁ‘on'mair*‘e give .
us i.nsights_ into the Pea;‘,ons wh;; some student; who rfeeded special
education ser&vicas: —cfouafd not rjecéive’ them ‘duning";197~3-74,"- The reasons
why some sfudents who needed special héfp Wwere l:}fc;t reférred f.or‘ tevé.ti_nbg», '
‘/ " as checked b;/ the r‘es;go\r?dénts, are shown in tb\é'"‘f’ollivl.ovvvir‘wg Table Blm R
- N order of their frequéncy'of occuf;k‘enée.’ - &_ |
The reasons Why some studeﬁts Wh'o were forﬁdal’I;/ referred_

.
0

o . for testing were not identi'fied for placer\"\ent, as checked by the.
respondents, are shown in the folloWing Table 7 in order of their

» frequency of occurrence.
<

§

The reasons why some students who were' formally identifigd

~

as speciaf‘\ﬁ;edtucatioh candidates were not placed in _apbr‘o_pr‘iate, special
education phOQParhs,,.'- as checked by the respondents, are shown in the

: . .
. . ) Gj . )
" . . . —-—
: LY o L hm

o ’ ‘ )

L . al

fodar)
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-~ .. following Table™8 in ovr‘d'eh"c,b/'-v their Fh'eqpl‘ehcy of. occurrence. ‘

R
p3)

)

7/ x o o SRR
ZW that a m_ajor‘ifzy_ of the respondent - ' . /

Tables 6,7 and 8's|
. . - ' / . T . .
- pr‘inciﬁls considered pgpblems.related to parental consent and label- :

‘v.‘ ) R : N ’/_', - . . . .. ., . 3
- +ing of students for plagément in special educgtion’ programs as the N .

major reasons why:,

udents who needed special education sefvices-

-
»

and programs c?uv, not get special help. Buta.majo'r‘ity . them also

_ N - ' . 4 ’ : S - ' o
thought the 'time ag between formal referral-and final placement ahdm -

\ -
' madequate ava, éblllt}/ of facilities and per‘sonnel for speclal educa- o

ac

tion ser‘vtces/wer‘e s19mﬂcant reasons. These Judgements of the
SN
4

‘pr*ihcipals/‘h’ave been corroborated by other items included ,i'n the pink

form of tk';e questiohnai%r‘e and by théir Fr‘eehahd eom‘ments which are

'he pr~ih"cipa15‘ wer‘.e.a'sl?ed, to e>&pr‘ess their satisfaction"_, or
oth r‘w1se, Wlth dlﬁ’eégent aspects of special education sehvices 'a’mdt‘

,v .

‘;/v*ogr‘ams. Their r*eactlons are shown in the followmg Table. 9 m

-

) !’/, . .
’//or‘der‘ of ‘the r‘espondents' mdlcatlon of satlsfactlpn._

,’ g S g\ﬁ, ’ u
This t*able_ shows that a large ma;omt%s' of the hespondent :
*principals indicated satisfactidh with Rule S-1 andtheopr‘ocedur‘e of

- .referral, diagnosis, 'id'entiﬁeation and placemer)t.A Not ver‘y‘meny of " _ X

L]

them were dissatisfied with parents' cooperation. But they did indi-

cate dissatisfaction with the availability of facilities and personnel to™
SaAlls » " ia - > N .
provide adequate speclal eaucatioy{ services to the needystydents.

‘ ! . : . Q

| o B
) . o S ¢
’ . [
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~from the point-a nged’ is felt that a particular student should be: refer—

‘months, 10% 5-6 months, 2% 7-8 months and 7.1% 9 or more months.

- number of such children -mentioned inthe returns

74. Of a.total of 994 pringipals who respotided to'this item, 525'said -

The principals were asked how much time they thinl;\is;tg}sgéﬁ

red for e\(afluation and diagn_o!—;is to the point he is finally placed in the

LY
/

)}

-

., They were also asked to mention the humber of exceptional

e .

- children they knew in their 'school building districts' who were not

receiving any éducation sevrvices as of October 1,
] N N v o . . .

1974. The total

s 570.

Finally the principals were asked to indicate which types-of .

ecial education programs were offered in.their schools during 1973~

fhey had special education programs in their schools. Of these, the .
. , | y - :
numbers of schools which offered différent fyfies of special education
: > , .
programs by exceptionalities are shown in the following Table 10.

°

School Principals' Open-—ended Commehts and Sugdestions

\/aluabie qualitative data was generated by item.#7 of’*he pink

4 L4 .

form of the questionnaine. In that item, the principals were asked

+

to write, if they wished, their comments -and suggestions in order .
K3 . , ‘ : . . B . B .

to improve the special education services and programs. Three
: _ N

+ .
-

\

{
apprdpriate special ed%;ation ,pﬁogram'. Of a total of 978 pr‘incipals".. ’ .
who responded to this item, 55.4% checked 1-2 months, 25.5% 3-4 ot



TABLE 10 . F

Numbers of Schools (out of a total of 994)

. PR Having Different Types of Special Education ~_
l A ' Programs, by Handicaps/Disabilities - '
N 4 - '
l ( Full-time “Part-time Resource Other .
' . "¢\ Special Special: ; ' Centers
; ' o Classes - . Classes I
lv\ ,,,,,,,,,,,,, _ /%\ A,Aju{tiply handicapped 4 - 23 5 N 6 -
. . : ‘ . * .
I ‘ Physicalty handicapped 21 5 £5 5
Visually handicapped . o Coa7 11 3
! Hearing impaired 16 30 I ¢ 4
I i Emotionally disturbed ) 30- R 13 2
. Neurologically impaired/ . 0
¢ Learning Disabled 20 : 22 : 19 2 P
: . X ) ’ l A
Communication handicapped 16 - 63 .. 14 8
Educable Mentally Retar‘c_l-_'?d 389 .69 : 33 5
Traifable Mentally
Retarded - 70 7 7/ 17 4 .
I . o ) A ' @
) ' Severely-Profoundly . i »
S Mentally retarded 13 « 1 1 2
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hundred and ten of the responding principals chose to do sd.*

ae

They made significant remarks and comments aq%gi:[ different

o

aspects of special education needs and programs. ‘Tifme major areas
- ¢

of their concerns’are summanized below:
LY

12 The respondent principals recognized the n%d of providingj

©

adequate special education pr*ogréams in very clesr fferms.. Some of

Instruction on

thém comm\?nded the Indiana Department of Publi

taking ‘'such definite and helpful steps ag this suniey. Orie of themn

4 ,/

said, '"You people are carrying on a statewide ervice and many

/ " : - -
schools still need a lot of help." Quite a few expressed satisfaction

-

with their existing programs of special education.in meeting the needs
. : | -

: " o N
-of their students and the progress they have made recently.
” , : oA

2. Most of the respondent pmhcipals stressed the need for more

adequate state and local funding for _special‘” edudation so that the legis-‘.

latively mandated programs can be oF'Fer*'ed.. This cannet be over— o

' - . i
o | AV S

emphasized in view of the fact that special education programs are

more expensive'than genebal gducatioh programs. Many schools

) desperately need Facilifﬁes ‘and' pér*sonnél . 2o that their students can

3

receive needed services promptty. They need guidance counselors,

4 e

oy
» .

* Their comments and sugge?tionsﬁqre_‘ reproduced in original form
. under content categories and placed as¥ppendix I in Volume 11 of this
reponrt. g :




/ ' . ° .
» particularly at the elementary level, psychorriétr‘ists,ﬁsmho,logists, e
psychiatristé,- nurses, social workers, ofher speéiali.sts, clinicians .. ¢

w .

and othen.resour'ce personnel, particularly qualified teachers and'

aides, to teach and look after the needs of handi\cappgd children aﬁd
N . g ?
youth. The waiting lists of these needy children’and youth are very
long, Facilities and personnel are badly ngeded for the emotionally
- ' «

disturbed and learning_disabled students. But additional programs
. ' . \ + .

i
[

for other handicaps ah isabilit#€s are also needed. Traﬁspor*tafcion
. f’acilitieg are lacking pr in'a'c_:iequate for many sc;hools; particularly. in

r‘ura} areas,with the result that Nneedy stu?:lents remain'unattendéd.
A<fevv‘ pr‘inc’:i‘pals\\;tr‘essed the’_nees:i‘»‘ to preserve local autonomy whi.le‘ .
funds are bzing ma%_e available by the state. S’ohﬁe .pr'ihcipals liked
the. idea ‘of mol.r'e tkggn one school corporation foininﬁ toge}zﬁer' to
pr~o‘vid.'e needad sam)icas and plr;ogr'ams’in special education. On the B
other hand, a F'ewA others expr‘IeSSed great dissatisfacf:,ion Witjh t_k;e wayg ,‘
excaptionél child_r'en and youfh afe transported to far:-off places: oo
they thought the programs needed fqh these étuder;ts should be offered

o

- S : ‘
in their own schools so that the students might stay and learn in the

' environment familiar tov't.hem.- They preferred to have 5uchl an arrange= .
‘ . ment even for paf}"t of the school time, and‘the s’tudrents. could stay in the
regular c‘jlasses_ for the rest of the ’tirﬂe. Accor:d,ing t.o‘a Few(‘;})r‘incipals,

"pusing" students to far—off plat:es‘ is oll.ﬁe”réason why palrgﬁ’gs are |

? , - -

LS o : = 49 -




reluctant to tonsent to their children's ‘placement in specialoedu.cation

. - programs. '
' 8. The respondent principals thought Rule S-1 should be
. ) ' ' - ) @ . v
simplified 4in content arid phoc'edur‘es. They felt that the definitions

N e

off exceptlonalltles were too bhoad and overlappmg and the quallﬂ— .

[N

fcattons and requirements for placement too sever‘e. A few of them

suggested that Iabels Ilke "mentally h\lﬂrded " should be changed to
somethlng Iess of’fenswe. Areas like neuhologlcal impairment and
"+ _emotional disturbance also need to be defined and gqualified more

precisely. 4 . y
: 18 o ' | .
4 ’ : 4. The principals expressed their impatience with difficult,

. cumbersome and time—~consuming phoced/upes involved in refe'r‘ralﬁ,
3 . . ~ ‘ ! s

: - ‘ S :
s ‘ diagnosis and identification of exceptionalities. They complained that

. there were too mgny forms, paper work and "red tape" and suggested"

that-tme proce urfes phescr‘ibed in Rule S-1 ehould be.eimplified.
Sometimes childr‘eh d‘hopo‘t#ut of the sc_:hgof by the time the 'procedri.jvr‘es
are com.pI%ted._ They also stressed the n ed to- pr'eperly inforh'\ ahc':l,
orient the teachers and parents about Rule S-1 requmements and
c o ' \procedures and ﬂhe available spemal ‘education progr\ams.

5, Many pr‘incipals expressed lsthong disagreement with the
pr‘oyisions of Rule S-1 giving pahents the final authority to approve

or refuse thd testing and piacement of their children in S;;eciai '

- 50 -
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-\ " . .
education programs. They thought it to be unfair 'to_~t|"1e' childr‘en.»TheS/ o

felt that ‘if;, in ' the considekred professional judgement of the "

-

edpicators, these children néed special help, they should receive. it ’ /,7 '

regardless of the pareiits' opinions. S'ome\of’ them saig the parents

- ' of exceptiohal chiidfen are not quite able_' to make intelligent decisions_
‘ L .begar;din;c; the edulzcation of their ch;l\ld‘ren. Others saidg‘ the social

| stiéma atté.ched to lébgling students by ‘their‘ e%céptiona\:tlities isa‘
big -problvenr.\ ant\d influences fhe pabeﬁté' decisuions,partizcularly"in

7

rural areas. ‘A few suggested parents should be properly involved
and Ataken"ihto confidence so that.they show some 'undePStanding for

: the needs of their exceptional children. ' % .

6. Some Pesponde‘ht pbincipals made comments about existing

special education practices. A few of them thought there should be

specidl schools instead of special classe$ so that exceptional children

v

may not get frustrated in peer group relations with normal ‘children.
f - Others suggested that multiple measures of performance and behavior

besides I.Q. 'should be used to test and _diaghose,. exce"ptionali,ties more

\ ‘thoroughly. They thought many avkrage and above average students
‘a N . * o N
can also benefit from spécial education facilities. One suggestion
- . - ‘ . '

was that scréening to reveal physical, emotional or learning pro-

blems should prefer"ably be done at the pre=primary. or primary level,
because early placement in theappr‘opriaté special education programs

o E - 51 =
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can be distinctly begeﬁcial . Better organization: of placement pro-

*

_cedur‘es"and a greater bole for the classroom teacher in the implemen-

tation of these procedures was also suggested. One comment was that
"children who have mainly behavior problems should not be placed in
. _— L , o \
special education programs just because of their lack of interest in

school." Remedial teéchihg was stressed by one priﬁcipal. 'l\'/“\at_er"ials
needed for teaching spec'ial-élasses shéuld{be adequétely Supplied.
Some pr\inci'pa:ls' recommeﬁded better“]c’ommunicaicion ar‘honé admin-
istrators, teac_her‘s,‘special ed.ucati’on ‘persor;nél and parénts and
better c'oor‘di'nation and'Super‘visior‘\ of their roles in order t£3 imﬁrove .
special education pPO'gram'é. T}:\ey-saf;:l the. child shOui'd ﬁot t;e Iost‘ in
the incr‘,easi'ngly complicated administrative procedure and "expertise". .

Others underscored the need of better pr‘e-¥ser‘vice and in-service. @«

professional preparation of teachers and aides for special classes.

.

©

.and better prngctlon and distribution of professional materiils for

the gu°idance_ of these teachers. They thOughfg that the State"Depar‘tment

o R S S
of Public Tnstruction could organize teamnis of experts to visit schools

x

“

fof'thi‘s purpose.
| 77 According to many -principals, thére ié a_fd;aﬁ.ni'te need to
o ‘ . , ]
develop pr:csgr‘am_s suited to the "slow Ie'af‘ner‘s”.wbith I.Q.'s between
75 and 95~-the "tvx)ilidht zone s'gu’dents"--whd do not Qualif_'s; fbr special’
édu'cation prograrmris but vx)hddoﬂ hot functibn nor*mally in the ;f‘ebular‘
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* “~pf these children have perceptual problems while others are over—

&

3

. active ”o%iﬁér‘kinétic. Placed in the competitive situation of reg—.

ular classffooms ‘they develop all kinds of behavior problems and

’

are very difficult to handle ina class of 30. They are learning

« . -

o L] . . -
disabled or‘"educationally handicapped and have just as much of a -

right to special help as the exceptional children. The principals
g ) { ) : - . )
felt that a tutorial pa)r*ogr‘am, a resource room o an intensive learning
' a

v .

.

-

center for these students could be very helpful. : .
8. A few p'r‘incipals' favored.mainstreaming and underscored

its benefits. They said by mainstreaming and integrating the excep-

tioﬁé?ég’mldren with theo total student body they will feel 1éss isolated -
an ”'/wiu achieve hPf‘u: socialization. Special education teachers and
sp/"‘ecialists should bé aVailable to 'help-_t‘hve regular ciassrf;oom.teachers
thh pr‘obl_el"hé of their“ students. a

-

1

These thoughts and comments demonstrate the concern of

|
1

’ - . ‘ ! . .
principals and others in the field for the, exceptipnal students to have

" the best-possible educational experiences. .

classes for various reasons and fall further and further b hind. Some- -

x




ADDENDUM

¢ . -

A Note on the Prevalence of Exceptionalities in Youth

B SO - - o - R e S v o =~ v e e e — LT

"1_ L L/) | The field of knowledge concerning exceptional children and youth’

°

- ) ' ¥
" is a relatively new, emerging one. Great strides have been made in

recent times towards a better understanding of exceptionalities or

. > han'dicapping conditions that afflict children and youth,./St;ill we have

nof quite reached the stage where every individual child. or adolescent

can be described with aCCuraCy, precision and detail in regard to any........

“and ex)eky handica'pﬁjﬁg condition that he/she might\haye. - Even the
j"deﬁnitions of excebtior{élities are never stéted in as clear terjms-as
they need to be, nor a‘r‘e thé definitions pr"eAsehtlly used in the service
system the sameva'cr‘oss various agenciés in the United States. ' ey

B » ~  Reliable data on the prevalence of exceptionalities in different geo~

.-

graphic.regions are nof: generally gather‘ed in a ' systematic, standard—

' I 4 ized manner, with the result 'that estimates of the number of excep-

A

tional .;childr‘en and youth in a par‘tiéular‘ geogr‘aphic area vary: Wideiy ’

! dependmg on the deﬂmtlons used the data belleved and the type of
. He
L - . seprvice neeq?d‘ or offered. A gross estimate indicates that

2 ~ of the 83.8 million youth between 0 ahd 21 years of age in the United -
States in 1970,“about 9.55 million (or 11.396%) wc::ir‘e handicapped.*

8 2

: " *Jarmes S. Kakalik and others, Services for Handlcappad Youth: A
. Progr‘am Over‘v1ew,} Rand Study, R-1220 HEW, May, 1973, po. 273—274.

- . . . . - B4~
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Although this est'ilsnate is not supported by a complete census of the A
handicapped population, the figure clearfy indicates'the serious

magnitude of the problem. - ) R R - .

Handlcapplng COndlthl’\S usuaIly have multiple dlmen51ons. A

o person may be handlcapped in one dlmenSIon but not in another. The -

‘ deﬁnltlon of handlcap should therefor*e depend upOn the type of sgr*wce

to be pr‘ov1ded and upon the ‘1nd1v1dua1 S ne?d or f’unctlonal ablllty to

beneﬁt frorn that Ser‘v1ce. Oper‘atlonally, this means-that a set of

ac t s
definitions lS neecﬂ for each type of handicap, rather than a smgle '
@ \ -
definition.

Another‘ pr‘oblern lies in .trying to draw a line between the handi- -

capped and normal populatlons. If a child with an’,I.Q. ‘of 75 or below

>

is considered mentally r‘etar‘ded and pr‘ov1ded spemal services, why

should another child Wlth an I.Q. of 78; or‘ 80 be deprived from such

3
<

services which he might.be needi,ng*‘as desperately? There is pro-

]

bably a continuum in the degree of severity of every handicap, and it
can be measured on different dimensions. DefinitioAs that are.not

© multi-dimensional and are purely binary in nature--the child is either
.- . - L ) o - < g
handicapped or he is not-—are not helpful for measuring a handicapped

child's need for service. -
o - . . ’ re
Finally, the severity of a handicapping condition depends'upon'é

. T H .
the environment in which the/child and later the adult finds himself.
P . : . . - » ) . .é o )

'Ia'he-' loss of a limb may not handicap an individual for some types of

L4
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activities but may seriously handicap him for others. o
Table A gives thr‘ee d_iﬁ"erent estimates of prevalence al'nong ' v - I

)

chlldhen and youth of vamous exceptlonalltles- ‘the ﬁr*st two wer*e '

&

_developed and used in national studies and the third one was 0sed in

Indiana‘for* a survey of school age handicapped children in 1970. -,

ﬁ'/Based‘.on each of these s_ets of estimates, the Indiana population 'ofv

éxceptional chlldr‘en has been phOJec'ted frgmM the total school enr*ollz-

» 1

ment figure fOI" school year* 1978—-1974 Wthh was 1 307, 187

1 207 148 in publlc schools and 100,044 in non--publlc schools.

L4 Rad "

" As shown in Table A, the estimated populatlon of exceptlonal

1

: ) \ T
chi(dr_*en and youth in Indlana for any glven year‘ Gin this case, 1978w74) i i

N ° "_" ;\"\%-"

w1ll vary WLdely dependlng upon. the estlmates of pr*evalence cf" e&&eﬁpﬁ-

‘ L o . Lo '-‘1-.}& AN A VN
3N - alities used, _ T ERIRIN SRR

l
i -

ulation of }18 594 exceptlonal chlldr‘en and youth 104 900 1n publlc

°

| , schools and 8, 694 in non—-public schools of Indlana. ThlS oOpulatlon

~ includes the.students being served as well as those'eligible but not
being served. " The data of the study heporfted in this volume approx-

‘ . > ‘ . :ﬂ .
imates this estimate but does not qm‘litepeQual@it: 82,815 students were
. . being served and amother 19,061 should-have been but were not sehved
. . B . » ..4 .

. F Dep&lﬁ‘tment of Publlc II’lStI"uCthI’l, Division of Educatlonal Infor*matlon
and Research, Number of Pupils Enrolled in Indiana Public and Non-
Public Schools Repohts A & B, Fall, 1973. :

1l
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(1) - R. A.-Rossmiller, J. A. Hale, apd L.. E. Frohreich, Educational
.Programs for Exceptional Children, Resource Configurations and Costs,
', National Educational Finance Pr‘o,]ect Special Study Number 2, Madison,
Wtsconsm, 1970, pp. 121- 122 These estlmates were used in the

Rossmiller Study after a rev1ew of other pr‘evalence data.

.

(2) Umted States Depar‘tment of Health, Educatlon and Welfare, .
. Handlcapped Children in the U,S. and Spec1a1 Education Personnel .
Required ~ 1968-69 (est.). Bureau of Educatlor’\f/cw the Handlcapﬂed',

‘August, 1970. These compr‘ehenswe estimates offage 5-19 youth
& population® in 1969 were made after a review of rAultiple studies of
o 1mc1denc:e and have received wide usage , \ : :
(3) Offi'ce-»o‘f" the State'Supehi‘ntefndent of Public Instruction; Division
of Special Education, Planning Process Manual, Special EduGatiori
Pr‘ogr‘am Development, Indianapolis, Indiana, 1969, P 5. These
estlmates were suggested to «the local planmng commlttees in Indiana
establishéd to conduct a Sur‘vey of school-age handicapped children
~and develop a c:omprehenswe plan for special education prbgrams,

‘ upder Chapter 396, Acts of 1969, by July 1, 1971. As a result the
humber‘ of school—age handicapped chlldr‘én in Indiana during the
school year 1970-71 was estimated to be 145,045. This estimat'e was
based on Phase I reports that schools Subrmtted ofA-December 1, 1970..
it is stated in the related documents of the Division of Special Educatlon
that many schools conducted detailed surveys to arrive at the informa-
tion while others relied upon the prevalence estlmates. This figure
was-therefore a combination of surveys and e;—‘:.tlmates made by the

.schools. T , L : . ’
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. in 1973-74 according to-the public school principal's reports.
' USOE estimates '(colurpn 2), however, give a total estimated

.popUIation oftr1.81;1‘76 exceptional children and yovuth.in Indiana, while N o
fhe.’estimates of the’l?ivisiqh of Special Education, Indiana Depar;ﬁ—

' méht of Public’;t'fnstruction,(cdlumn 3) give a fotal ~estir.’r)ated popula-
Vtion iolf 156, 536 for tH"e same year',' both of which ar‘@ relatively higher

- figures,. - It-is difficult to,s'uppoptamy’one set of-estimateé, of the pre-
T valence of exception:watities against anotl’(e/r' » and these projections

e - B ” ca{n,not Mmatch in sophistication the data_systematically collected from

. _ , _ : : \
{ the field. _ ¢ : T : '

4

The adoption of Rule S-1 in September’, 1973, was a landmark

o .- v

inﬂthe history of education of the exceptional c‘:hildrén and youth in

Indiana. For one thing, it stated relatively precise 'Operatioﬁal def-
inivtions of éxcepti’onallities.' The study reported in this volume used*
and spacial education administrators were asked to report |:~e1evant'

data of students being servéd and not-being served. This eliminated

the bossib_ility, of using _diﬁ’er‘eht definitions and turning in divergent

3

estimates. But'the data of exceptional children and youth ‘Could also
be gathe‘r'ed through diagnéstic evaluation of a r'epr'e‘éentative sample & -

of children-and youth by bsycholog'ists, psych%metrist‘é, mMedical
.. X ’ ' ' ] 5 . o . . - 3 i
personnel and other clinicians whose expertise is relevant to specific

- 59 -~
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be feasible in the study reported in this volume. v , )

, tication of the available estimates of the handicapped populatibn-.l . a

cases. This strategy of data colledtion, however, was not found to

»

It seems desirable to s(,lgges.t that as special education programs ’

. N d a

e -

in the state develop an'g:I éxpar]d, a mechanism be eStébiisP;ed to Ac\onduct -

periodic surveys or census of the handiéapped pb_pulation. In the mean—

° a . i '

time, decision making will remain constrairied by the level of sophis-
. . . . o c e . .

- . '

.
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